


i Dec. 1, 1900. 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 





— [Wol. 45.) . 73 








WHE OLDEST &4 WEALTHIEST EXISTING MORTGAGE INSURANOE OFFIOB. 


THE LAW GUARANTEE AND TRUST 
SOCIETY, LIMITED. 


SUBSCRIBED CAPITAL - £1,000,000. PAID-UP - £100,000. 
Fipetiry GUARANTEES OF ALL KINDS. ADMINISTRATION AND LUNACY 
Bonps, MoRrTGAGE, DEBENTURE, LICENSE, AND CONTINGENCY 
INSURANCE. TRUSTEESHIPS FOR DEBENTURE-HOLDERS, &C. 





HEAD OFFICE: 49, Chancery-lane, Ww.c. | CITY OFFICE : 56, Moorgate-street, B.C. 


Xx In Drawing LEASES or MORTGAGES of x 
LICENSED PROPERTY 
To see that the Insurance Covenants include a policy covering the risk of 
LOSS OR FORFRBITURE OF THR LICENSE. 

Suitable clauses, settled by Counsel, can be obtained on application to 
fHE LICENSES INSURANCE CORPORATION AND 
GUARANTEE FUND, LIMITED, 

24, MOORGATE STREET, LONDON, E.C. 
Mortgages Guaranteed on Licensed Properties promptly, without 
special valuation and at low rates. 


LEGAL AND GENERAL LIFE ASSURANCE 
SOCIETY. : 


“IMPORTANT TO SOLICITORS 











ESTABLISHED 1836. 





FUNDS - - £ 3,000,000 
INCOME - - : - £390,000 
YEARLY BUSINESS - - 1,000,000 
BUSINESS IN FORCE - £11,700,000 
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£1,000 POLICY WITH BONUSES 
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CURRENT TOPICS. 

Mr. Watwortn Howtanp Ropers, barrister, has been 
appointed Judge of the County Court Circuit No. 25, on 
the decease of His Honour Judge Youne. Mr. Roserrs 
po called to the bar in 1878, and is a member of the Western 
ircuit. 





A RIDICULOUS rumour has appeared in an evening paper, and 
has been copied into other journals, stating that ‘‘ Sir Enwarp 
CLaRKE is now returning all his briefs, with a polite intimation 
that he is unable to deal with them.” It need hardly be said 
that there is no foundation for this statement. 





THERE HAs been since our last issue the usual “ weekly 
offering” of one application for registration with an alisolute 
title of freehold land in the county of London advertised in the 
Times. During the last five weeks there have been five applica- 
tions relative to land in London so advertised, but not a single 
advertisement of an application for registration with an absolute 
title of land outside the compulsory district. 





An oBJEcTION of a somewhat unusual character was taken to 
an indictment at Monmouth Assizes a few days ago. It appears 
that the day and year on which the offence was said to have been 
committed were set out in the indictment in figures and not in 
words—thus “on the 30th day of August, 1900.” Now, it is 
stated in Archbold’s Criminal Pleading, upon the authority 
of Harz, that no part of the indictment should be in 
figures, and therefore numbers, dates, &c., should be stated 
in words at length. This rule seems to be almost 
invariably followed, but in this case there was a departure 
from it. Counsel for the prisoner, therefore, moved to 
quash the indictment, and argued that it was « defect which 
could not be cured by amiendment, as it was not one of those 
matters—¢.g., the name of the accused, the ownership of 
property, &c.—which was capable of amendment under section 
1 of 14 & 15 Vict. c. 100. Section 25 of that statute, however, 
allows the court to order any ‘‘formal defect” to be amended, 
and if ever a defect was purely formal the defect in question 
seems to merit that description. The judge accordingly ordered 
the defect to be amended. Except in the few cases where time 
is of the essence of the offence, neither the hour, day, 
nor year in which facts are stated to have occurred is material. 
An indictment would not even be invalidated by stating the day 
to be the 31st of February, or, to be a day subsequent to the 
finding of the indictment. The facts may be proved to have 
occurred upon any day previous to the preferring of the 
indictment. As, therefore, in most cases, the day and year 
may be omitted altogether, it is obvious how futile the 
objection in this case was. We seldom hear of such objections 
nowadays, and the incident recalls the time when Joun Kicnarp 
SmirH might escape justice by being styled Ricuarp Joun 
Smrrx in the indictment. 





AN ESTEEMED correspondent, whose letter we print elsewhere, 
asks for guidance with respect to a number of typical cases 
N) 
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suggested by the recent decision in Re Four Solicitors (ante, p. 62) 
which may possibly be thought to fall within the principle of 
that decision. The decision, as our geo. om points out, 
primarily refers to litigious proceedings, and this is abundantly 
clear from the language employed by NEDY, J., in delivering 
the judgment of the Lord Chief Justice and himself: ‘“‘ Where 
solicitors represent conflicting interests in litigious proceedings of 
any kind, any arrangement or understanding or practice whereby 
a share of the profits, whether called agency or by any other 
name, is paid by one of the solicitors to another, is wrong in 
gps and fraught with risk to the welfare of clients and to 
the administration of justice.” And this was put particularly 
upon the ground that it is the duty of solicitors acting for 
different parties to check each other in matters of costs, a 7 
which is not likely to be adequately discharged if they are bo 
interested in the amount of costs being run up. In other words, 
the decision is based upon the fact that in litigious matters 
solicitors are paid by the number of steps taken, and the court 
looks to the opposing solicitors for assistance in preventing 
unnecessary steps being taken for the sake of costs. But the 
solicitors for different parties may in the discharge of their duty 
find it proper to keep a check on each other in other matters 
than the taking of steps in litigation, and our correspondent 
raises a question of great importance when he asks whether 
considerations similar to the above may not be applicable to 
matters which are not litigious. It is quite possible that they 
may. The second case which he suggests—namely, that of 
solicitors acting for different parties upon an insolvency—comes 
dangerously near to the principles governing an administration 
action. In the first case—where the solicitors for the mortgagor 
and mortgagee share the negotiating fee—the arrangement is 
quite gg + ore in itself, and is sanctioned by common 
. Indeed, it is practically forced on solicitors by the scale 
restriction of the fee to the mortgagee’s solicitor. None the less, 
it is open to the appearance of being a secret commission unless 
the mortgagor is informed. May we not suggest that, however 
prevalent the system of sharing commissions may be in com- 
mereial life, there is in general no need for it, and no justification 
for it, as between solicitors? The most satisfactory rule is to 
leave to each man the proper remuneration for his own work. 
The rule works equally for all in the long run, and it excludes 
all questions such as our correspondent raises, and which, having 
regard to the recent decision, are likely enough to arise in 
— The system of sharing costs, moreover, raises in the 
y mind the inference that costs as a rule are too high. This 
is not a result which, from the professional point of view, is 
altogether desirable. 





Tue case of Zhe London General Omnibus Co. v. Lavell (Times, 
Nov. 20) is important as shewing the evidence necessary in 
“ passing off” cases, and is interesting as shewing the very 
imited function of a judge in taking a ‘‘ view.” The facts 
were shortly these: The action was brought for an injunction 
to restrain the defendant from running an omnibus resembling 
those of oy enn company. At the trial of the action the 
plaintiffs did not offer any evidence that anybody had been 
actually misled by the defendant’s omnibus or that it was 
calculated to deceive, but relied upon the fact that Mr. Justice 
Farwez.t had, by the consent of the parties, inspected the rival 
omnibuses. The learned judge came to the conclusion that 
the defendant’s omnibus was calculated to deceive the 
casual passenger, and therefore granted an injunction. On 
appeal, this decision was reversed on the ground that 

was no evidence that the defendant’s omnibus was calcu- 
lated to deceive, and that the learned judge was wrong in coming 
to a conclusion that, because he thought the two omnibuses so 
resembled one another as to be likely to be mistaken, that was 
sufficient evidence to support the action. The result is that, 


although a judge may make an inspection under ord. 50, r. 4, 
he is not entitled to accept his impression derived from the view 


in the place of evidence ; and it follows that although a judge 
the evidence of the man in the street as to what is 

to deceive, he may not believe his own eyes or make 
comparisons. It is somewhat difficult to see what can be the 
object of an inspection unless to make comparisons and draw 


may 


matter of resemblance; and this view seems to be supported 
by the observations of the Lord Chancellor in orth 
Cheshire and Manchester Brewery Co. v. Manchester Brewery Co, 
(1899, A.C. 83), where he said, ‘‘ Upon the one question which the 
court has to decide, whether the one name so nearly resembles 
the other as to be calculated to deceive, I am of opinion that no 
witness would be entitled to say that, and for this reason, that 
that is the very question which your lordships have to decide.” 
The one question which Farwer1, J., had to decide was 
whether one omnibus so nearly resembled another as to be 
calculated to deceive, and he decided the point according to the 
rule that the best evidence must be given, which in this case we 
venture to think was the evidence of his own senses. 





Tue two trials which have lately taken place before courts- 
martial at Dover will “werd lead many persons to form the 
opinion that such a tribunal is not fitted for the hearing of a 
complicated case, A court-martial is no doubt the proper 
tribunal to deal with mere breaches of military discipline, but it 
seems quite incompetent to try a case which involves 
difficult questions of evidence and careful handling. No 
disrespect is intended to the officers of her Majesty’s Army 
in so saying; they are not lawyers and cannot be 
expected to act as such. Their training as _ soldiers 
does not tend to foster the judicial mind or to make advocates, 
and it is not their business to possess a wide knowledge of law. 
One thing, however, we must object to, and that is the lofty 
scorn with which these gentlemen seem to regard the rules of 
evidence. These rules are founded on the experience of 
centuries, and are preserved in the interest of justice. They 
cannot be departed from, especially in a criminal case, without 
some risk of injustice being done. What do we read, 
however, in the reports of the proceedings of the second 
of the two trials? We read of “counsel” officers putting 
leading questions in examination in chief; of the prisoner's 
“counsel” solemnly assuring the court that he believed 
in the prisoner's innocence, and of the rules of evidence 
being openly referred to as mere “quibbles.” At the first 
trial an eminent Q.C. and other lawyers took part in the 
proceedings. At the second no lawyer seems to have disturbed 
the proceedings, and the soldiers had it all their own way. 
As, however, the same ground was covered to s great 
extent by the two trials, there was an opportunity in the 
second of expressing disgust at the way the same matters 
had been dealt with by the lawyers at the first trial. One 
witness was almost pathetic in the way he complained that at 
the first trial he had been forced to answer either ‘‘ yes” or 
“no” to a plain question in cross-examination. He seems to 
have thought he should have been allowed to make a speesh in 
explanation of each answer, not realising the function of 
re-examination. Another gallant gentleman is reported to have 
said that a court-martial has always been regarded as a place 
where justice is sought, not legal finesse and technical quibbles. 
The worst incident, however, in the whole performance 
was the action of the court in ordering a witness, who had been 
a member of the first court, to answer a question as to whether 
the verdict of that court had been unanimous. This was very 
unfair to the defendant at the first trial. The public have been 
allowed to know that the first court was not unanimous, but 
nothing is known as to whether all the members of the second 
court were agreed or not. Ifthe court had had the assistance of 
any trained lawyer as legal assessor, this could not have 
happened ; and we submit that in time of peace every court- 
martial which tries any serious charge ought to include 
amongst its members a competent professional lawyer. 





In tHe case of Deverges v. Sandeman, Clark, § Co. (ante, 
p. 60) Mr. Justice Farwe.t has decided, without hesitation, 
& point of importance to the financial as well as to the legal 
world. A firm of stockbrokers, having in 1897 purchased shares 
in a mining company for a Spanish gentleman, had held them 
by way of m e to secure the © esa of purchase-moneys 
found by them. In spite of constant application, the Spanish 
ntleman made no remittance to om Seen they had 





, especially where the question at issue is a 





ormed him by letter that at a certain date they should deem 
themselves at Liberty 


to sell at their discretion as to date and at 








ported 

North 
ry Co, 
ich the 
2mbles 
hat no 
1, that 
cide,” 
® was 


to the 
se we 


ourts- 
n the 
of a 
roper 
m4 it 
olves 

No 
irmy 


diers 
ates, 
law. 
lofty 
8 of 
> of 
They 
hout 
ead, 
ond 
ting 
1er’s 
ved 
nce 
first 
the 
bed 
ray. 
reat 
the 
fers 
ne 
or 
| to 


of 
ve 


1ce 
en 
ler 
ry 
en 
ut 


of 
ve 
t- 
le 








Dec. 1, 1900. 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 








(Vol. 45.) 73 _ 





the then merket price. The company was reconstructed, and 
the brokers not only applied for and received exchange shares 
on the terms of a circular which they had sent to their client, 
but also sold a number of the shares to meet expenses. The 
client brought this action for redemption or damages, but 
the learned judge dismissed it, on the yround that, although 
the brokers as mortgagees had no express power of sale, the 
shares were of a fluctuating nature, and a reasonable time 
had elapsed since the demands to the clients for funds. His 
lordship added that on the letter which p between the 
parties he was prepared to hold that there/was an implied 
power of sale by agredment between the partjes; but his real 
ratio decidendi was based on the principle which he cited from 
the late Mr. Rossrns’ last edition of Coote on Mortgages (vol. 1, 
p. 275): ‘*Express powers were not formerly necessary in 
mortgages- of stock, or in the instruments of defeasance 
executed by the transferee ; nor need a mortgagee of stock now 
rely on his statutory power in order to realize his security by 
sale. If stock is itself made the security for money, and the 
day appointed for payment is passed, the mortgagee may at 
once proceed to sell the stock, and repay himself principal and 
interest, without any authority from the mortgagor, and without 
commencing an action of foreclosure. The rule is founded on 
considerations of mercantile usage and convenience.” Far- 
WELL, J., referred to the old case of Zucker (or Tooker) v. Wilson 
(better reported in 5 Br. P. CO, 193, than in 1 P. Wms. 251), and 
accepted the distinction there drawn between land and stocks as 
securities. That case was heard in the House of Lords in 1714. 
Lord Chancellor Harcourt at first decreed redemption, on the 
ground that Exchequer annuities (the security there in question) 
were different from common stocks and less prone to fluctuate. 
But the House of Lords brushed this distinction aside and held 
(what, in substance, Farwe.t, J., has now decided once again) 
that a mortgagee of shares, without express power of sale, can, 
after repeated notice to the mortgagor and demand of his 
money, sell the shares at the market price without foreclosing 
the equity of redemption. 





Tux Compantes’ Winding-up Report for the year 1899, which 
has just been issued, shews a slight diminution in the number 
of new companies registered, and a slight increase in the total 
number of liquidations, compulsory, supervision, and voluntary, 
but practically the figures do not shew much variation from 
those of the previous three years, Since 1892, indeed, there 
has been a very marked increase. In that year the new com- 
panies registered were 2,371, and the liquidations were 1,091. 
The number of new companies attained its maximum in 1897, 
when it was 5,229, the liquidations in that year being 1,587. 
In 1899 the corresponding figures were —new companies, 4,533 ; 
liquidations, 1,793. The total amount of capital involved in 
cases of liquidation has since 1892 shewn a similarly rapid 
increase. In 1892 it was forty-two and a-half millions; in 1899 
it was close on seventy-seven millions; but when we follow the 
distinction made in the statistical tables between capital sub- 
scribed by the public and vendors’ shares, it appears that by far 
the larger part of the increase is due to shares of the latter 
class. Thus, while since 1892 the public capital involved in 
liquidation cases has risen—speaking roughly—from twenty- 
seven to thirty-three millions, the vendors’ shares have risen 
from fifteen to forty-three millions. A further point of 
interest is that the proportion of compulsory to voluntary 
liquidations continues to decline. In 1892 the compulsory 
liquidations were 11 per cent. of the whole; in 1899 they 
were only 6 per cent., or 108 out of a total of 1,793. Toa 
considerable extent, as the report points out, the voluntary 
liquidations are increased by reconstructions, amalgamations, 
and other liquidations which involve no loss to the shareholders, 
and the proportion of these cannot be estimated with accuracy. 
But upon the basis of a return made for 1896 it is suggested 
that the total number of bankrupt companies for the past year 
would be 1,345, representing a capital of twenty-one millions 
subscribed by the public and twenty-seven millions in vendors’ 
shares. The Inspector-General in Companies Liquidation, Mr. 
Joun Surrn, does not omit to hint that the peroen of com- 
pulsory liquidations is very much out of proportion to the 


In DEALING with the special features of companies’ liquidation 
during the year under review, the seh denanal points out 
that none of the compulsory liquidations are of first-class import- 
ance so far as the actual loss of capital is concerned. Of twenty- 
four companies formed to take over existing busiaesses nearly a 

were one-man companies, and more than a half were 
practically insolvent when formed. A case is quoted in the 
report where the proprietor of a business, being indebted to one 
firm for £18,000, and being unable to give security except by a 
bill of sale, turned the business into a company, and then issued 
debentures for this debt. The company incurred new unsecured 
debts, but in the inevitable winding up the assets were not 
sufficient to cover the debentures. It remains to be seen whether 
registration of debentures will be effectual to prevent devices of 
this kind. Of the twenty-two companies formed to establish 
new businesses, which went into compulsory liquidation, the 
majority are said to have been bond fide enterprizes wrecked by 
the lack of adequate capital or by mismanagement. ‘It is to 
be feared,” says the report, ‘that one of the most important 
results of the discredit associated with recent company promotion, 
and the distrust thereby engendered in the callie ated, is that 
many enterprizes of a legitimate and promising character are stifled 
in their inception by failure to secure the capital necessary to 
afford a practical test of the efficiency of the schemes on which 
they are based.” Bat really enterprizes of this nature are more 
suited for the private capitalist who can appreciate the risks 
involved than for the public, and it is likely enough that 
greater public support would have meant greater loss of capital. 
Mr. Surru’s conclusion that the trend of company promotion is 
in the direction of the conversion of old businesses rather than of 
encouraging new enterprizes is in accordance with common know- 
ledge, and he adds a pertinent observation upon it. ‘ Whether,” 
he says, “this tendency has operated for the benefit of the 
industrial enterprize of the country, or has provided an adequate 
eubstitute for the personal initiative and control which it has 
displaced may be an important question for consideration, more 

ially in view of the increasing force of foreign competition.” 
But while the question touches a subject of great importance, 
we doubt whether in practice the eral establishment of 
companies has so far been accompanied by any diminution of 
commercial and industrial activity and zeal. Another matter to 
which the report refers is “the deprivation of shareholders of 
reasonable control over the affairs of companies by means of 
improper articles of association,” and in this respect the 
Companies Act, 1900, does not seem to be of any assistance. 
The prospectus must shew the founders’ interest in the property 
and profits of the company, but it need not shew that an over- 
riding power of voting or of veto is vested in them, and share- 
holders who wish to be sure that their full rights are secured to 
them will have to inspect the articles. 





Srnce THE important case of Aruse v. Johnson (1898, 2 Q. B, 91) 
it has been very difficult to dispute the validity of a bye-law for 
the good rule and government of a borough or county made 
under section 23 of the Municipal Corporations Act, 1882. The 
attempt has been made in two recent cases, but has been 
unsuccessful. In each case the bye-law has, in identical 
prohibited betting transactions in streets or public places ; in 
one case, Thomas v. Sutters (1900, 1 Ch. 10), the area to which 
the bye-law was to apply was the county of London; in the 
other, Hickey v. Hay (decided by a Divisional Court last week), 
it was Northumberland. The difference in the circumstances 
of these two areas was relied upon by the objectors to the 
bye-law in Hickey v. Hay as i cient reason 
for holding that the bye-law held good by the Court of 

in the London case was invalid when applied toa county such 
as Northumberland, containing a large area of an essentially 
rural character. It wass ted that the bye-law could only 
be supported if the practice aimed at was li to cause 
obstruction to traffic or annoyance to that this 
could not be so in a rural neighbourhood. 
seems to ignore the wider ground on which the wv 





public loss involved. 


in Zhomas v. Sutters was upheld; there Romzr, L.J., dis- 
tinctly laid it down that a bye-law might be made to 
prevent public places being used for transactions tending 
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“against the morality of the locality, and the welfare of its 
inhabitants’: such considerations apply to town and country 
alike. A more difficult question arises where a bye-law deals 
with a matter which has already been dealt with by an Act of 
Parliament in pari materia ; it may then be bad for repugnancy 
to the Act. Such a case arose in Bentham v. Hoyle (3 Q. B. D. 
289) as to a railway bye-law, and in Strickland v. Hayes 
(1896, 1 Q. B. D. 290) the court, in holding the bye-law to be 
bad, appear to have relied to some extent on the fact that the 
offence thereby created had been the subject of legislation which 
did not go so far as the bye-law. But in Thomas v. Sutters the 
court declined to upset the bye-law against betting on the 
ground that an assembly of three or more persons in a street for 
that purpose is made an obstruction, and therefore an offence, 
under the Metropolitan Streets Act, 1867, an Act which deals 
with street traffic and not with matters of general good rule 
and government. 





RegoovursE To the county courts, in cases within their juris- 
diction, is largely secured by section 116 cf the County Courts 
Act, 1888. That section applies to ‘‘ any action brought in the 
High Court which could have been commenced in the county 
court,” and, briefly, its effect is to deprive a successful plaintiff 
in such an action, who recovers Jess than £50 in contract and £10 
in tort, of costs exceeding the county court scale, unless he 
obtains a certificate that there was sufficient reason for bringing 
the action in the High Court, and, moreover, to disentitle him to 
any costs where he recovers less than £20 in contract and £10 in 
tort. In construing this well-known provision, the Court of 
Appeal (A. L. Swrrn, M.R., and Corzins, L.J.), have, in the 
recent case of Solomon v. Mulliner and Others (reported elsewhere), 
held that it applies whenever the action could, with due regard 
to its qualityand pecuniary amount, have been “ properly” 
commenced in the county court, and that it is the sum actually 
recovered by the plaintiff in his action, and not the sum claimed 
by him and indorsed on the writ, which regulates the right to 
costs. They accordingly decided, in the case before them— 
which was an action against several defendants, to 
recover from them jointly and severally damages for the 
conversion of a motor car—that the plaintiff was not 
entitled to any costs against that defendant who, with a defence 
denying liability, paid into court, as sufficient to satisfy the 
plaintiff's claim, the sum of 40s., which the plaintiff accepted 
and then discontinued his action against such defendant. This 
decision is fully warranted by what was held by the Court 
of Appeal in Chatfield v. Sedgwick (27 W. R. 790, 4 ©. P. D. 
459) in construing enactments now replaced by section 116 of the 
County Courts Act, 1888, and also accords with the view taken 
by the Divisional Court in Lovejoy v. Cole (43 W. R. 48; 1894, 2 
Q. B. 861) as to the meaning and effect of that section. On the 
other hand, though it is somewhat at variance with obiter dicta 
of Cuantzs, J.,in Goldhill v. Clarke (68 L. T. N. 8. 414), it does 
not, we submit, overrule his actual decision in that case, which 
involved totally different facts from those which the Court of 
Appeal had to adjudicate upon in the case under consideration. 








PAYMENT OF DIVIDENDS OUT OF ACCRETIONS 
TO CAPITAL. 


Tue decision of Brzwz, J., in Foster v. New Trinidad Lake 
Asphalt Co. (Limited) (Times, 28th inst.) revives a question 
which was a good deal discussed a few years ago, but upon 
which the courts have recently been silent. The defendant 
company upon its formation in 1897 seems to have taken over 
as part of ite assets a debt of 100,000dols., with accrued interest 
to the extent of 27,000dols., owing by an American asphalte 

The debt appears at the time to have been regarded 


we eg 
as of no value, and it was not entered in the balance-sheets of , 


the company ; but recently it has been paid off, and the directors 
of the t company have found themselves in the es- 
sion of an unexpected sum of over £26,000, The plaintiff 


that they to distribute this amount as 
i and, the allegation not being denied, Brune, J., rested 
his judgment upon its correctness. Under the circumstances it 


ean hardly be doubted that the money was an accretion to 





capital, and not an item of revenue, and at one time it would 
have been very doubtful whether in any way it could be made 
available for a dividend. ‘The capital and the revenue 
accounts,” said Lorzs, L.J., in Lee v. Neuchatel Asphalte Co. (87 
W. R. 321, 41 Oh. D. 1), “appear to me to be distinct and 
separate accounts, and, for the purpose of determining profits, 
accretions to and diminutions of the capital are to be dis- 
regarded.” In other words, dividends are to be paid only out 
of the profits made by the company in the course of carrying on 
its business, and on the one hand losses of capital need not be 
made up before a dividend is declared, nor, on the other, can 
any appreciation of the capital assets be brought into the 
revenue account for the purpose of swelling the dividend. 

But this consistent and intelligible doctrine was departed 
from by Onirry, J., in Lubbock v. British Bank of South 
America (1892, 2 Ch. 198), and the departure was recognized as 
correct by Linptzy, L.J., in Verner v. General, §c., Invest- 
ment Trust (1894, 2 Ch. 239). In the former case part 
of the undertaking of the defendant company consisted of a 
banking business in Brazil, and in 1891 this was sold, the net 
proceeds being £705,000. Of this sum £500,000 was treated as 
representing paid up capital, and it was proposed to distribute 
the remaining £205,000 in dividends. Onrrry, J., held that 
this might be done, but the reasoning on which he based his 
judgment was applicable to the profits made in the ordinary 
course of trading rather than toa sale of part of the permanent 
capital assets, and he does not seem to have dealt with the 
special considerations affecting an accretion to capital. If, he 
said, a bootmaker spends £10,000 in making boots and shoes, all 
that he has over that sum when he has sold them is profit. The 
statement is uncontestable, but for the purpose of the particular 
case the example is irrelevant. The business of the defendant 
company was not to buy and sell banks, but to work certain 
particular banking businesses, and when one was sold the surplus 
over its book value, though of course it had to come into the 
profit and loss account, was quite independent of revenue, 
which is the proper source for the payment of dividends. 

The question raised by the above case has not called for direct 
decision by the Court of Appeal, but as already stated, the 
correctness of the judgment of Ourrry, J., was recognized by 
Linpigy, LJ., in Verner’s case. ‘‘ When,” he observed, “ it is 
said, and said truly, that dividends are not to be paid out of 
capital, the word ‘capital’ means the money subscribed 
pursuant to the memorandum of association, or what is 
represented by that money. ccretions to that capital 
may be realized and turned into money, which may be 
divided among the shareholders, as was decided in Lubbock 
v. British Bank of South America.” But with all defer- 
ence to so high an authority, this sentence seems to 
involve a contradiction. The subscribed capital of the 
company is represented by the capital assets of the company for 
the time being, and this is independent of the question whether 
those assets have increased or diminished in value. To treat an 
accretion to capital as an item of revenue available for distribu- 
tion is indeed inconsistent with the principle now well settled 
that lost capital need not be made good before a dividend is 
paid. Such loss of capital, as well as any realized accretion 
to capital, must be brought into the profit and loss account, and 
the balance, on whichever side it may ocour, will accord with 
the balance appearing in the balance-sheet. But it is not the 
profit and loss account as thus framed which shews the current 
revenue, and but for the decision of Ourrry, J., in Lubbock's 
case and the dictum of Tanpiey, L.J., in Verner’s case, we should 
have said that it was the revenue account, independent of 
losses on or accretions to capital, which shewed the balance 
available for a dividend. * 

But though the question can hardly be taken to be finally 
settled, it seems that accretions to capital may be used in 

ayments of dividends, and this was recognized by Braves, J., 
in the present case of Foster v. New Trinidad Lake Asphalt Oo. 
He declined, however, to go so far as to say that any particular 
item of accretion to capital could be forthwith paid over in the 
way of dividends without regard to the balance on the 
year’s apa, “Tt is clear,” he said, referring to the 
authorities we have quoted, “that an appreciation in total value 
of capital assets, if duly realized by sale or getting in some 
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rtion of such assets, may, in a proper case, be treated as 
available for purposes of dividend.” But he insisted that before 
this could be done the accretion to capital must be brought into 
the profit and loss account for the year, and that the dividend 
should only be paid if in the result there was a profit. He held, 
accordingly, that the proposed application of the £26,000 in 
question was premature. 








THE PRACTICAL WORKING OF THE COMPANIES 
ACT, 1900. 


V. 
IIl.—Nezw Companies Gorne Tro THE PusLio. 


As we have seen in the previous articles, the Companies Act, 
1900, makes numerous changes in the law which will affect 
alike both existing and new companies, the most important 
being the new provisions as to returns to be made on the allot- 
ment of shares, as to the registration of mortgages and charges 
and as to the appointment of auditors. But, as is well known, 
the Act was passed mainly with a view to the protection of 
investors upon the flotation of new companies, and its chief 
interest lies in the effect which it will have upon companies 
which are registered after the 31st of December next, and which 
go to the public for subscriptions. The provisions dealing with 
such companies relate to the appointment of directors (section 2), 
going to allotment (sections 4, 5), commencing business (section 
6), commissions for underwriting or placing shares (section 8), 
prospectuses (sections 9-11), and the statutory meeting (section 
12), and these enactments in general apply also to existing 
companies which go to the public after the 31st of December 
with new issues of capital. We propose to deal with the 
contents of the sections just enumerated in the order approxi- 
mately in which they arise for consideration in the course of the 
various operations incidental to the flotation of a company. 
The subject may be conveniently arranged under the following 
heads: (1) Purchase of property with a view to resale to a 
company ; (2) preliminary expenses and paymeuts to promoters ; 
(3) commissions for underwriting ; (4) appointment of directors ; 
(5) fixing of minimum subscription; (6) drafting the memo- 
randum and articles of association; (7) registration of the 
company; (8) issue of the prospectus; (9) going to allotment; 
(10) commencing business ; and (11) the statutory meeting. 

(1) Purchase of Property witha View to Resale toa Company.—In 
the common case of the promotion of a company to take over a 
business or other property the first question which presents 
itself is the price at which it is to be bought and the 
enhancement of that price on the resale to the company. 
Before considering how this question is affected by the 
new Act it will be advantageous to refer to the existing law on 
the subject of promoters’ profits. The leading case is Zrlanger 
v. ew Sombrero Phosphate Co. (27 W.R. 65, 3 App. Cus. 1218), 
and in addition to this it is only necessary to quote the recent 
decisions of the Court of Appeal in Lagunas Nitrate Co. v. Lagunas 
Nitrate Syndicate (Limited) (48 W. R, 74; 1899, 2 Ch. 892) and 
of the House of Lords in Gluckstein v. Barnes (1900, A. OC. 240), 
Erlanger’s case lays down in clear terms that a promoter is in a 
fiduciary relation to the company which he promotes, and it 
might also be thought to lay down that he is bound to provide 
the company with an independent executive, ‘It is,” said 
Lord Oartrns, O., “incumbent upon the promoters to take 
care that in forming the company they provide it with an 
executive—that is to say, with a board of directors, who shall 
both be aware that the property they are asked to buy is 
the property of the promoters, and who shall be com- 
petent and impartial judges as to whether the purchase 
ought or ought not to be made.” But in the Zagunas case 
it was pointed out that what really vitiated the contract in 
Erlanger’s case was the concealment of the identity between the 
promoters and the directors, and it was held that the existence of 
an independent executive is not essential to the validity of a 
contract with the promoters, provided there is no concealment 
of the true facts from subscribers. This conclusion is also 
borne out by the decision of the House of Lords in Salomon’s 
case (45 W. R. 193; 1897, A, O, 22), 

But though transactions between a company and the pro- 





moters may be good notwithstanding that the company has no 
independent executive, yet the question of the existence of such 
an executive is all-important with reference to the disclosure of 
the promoter’s profits. For any secret profits it is well settled 
that the promoter must account to the company (Lydney Iron 
Ore Co. v. Bird, 34 W. BR. 749, 83 Oh. D., p. 94), and if 
there is no independent executive the profits cannot be effectu- 
ally disclosed to the company except by a statement of their 
amount in the prospectus; and for this purpose the statement 
must be explicit. It is not sufficient to refer subscribers to 
documents which in point of fact they will not consult. This 
appears to be a legitimate deduction from Gluckstein’s case, and 
the same case shews also that a man is to be taken to bea 
promoter immediately upon his making arrangements for a 
purchase of property and its resale to a proposed company, 
although the arrangement has not taken the form of a binding 
contract. In practice it is rare for a board of directors to form 
an independent executive, in the sense that disclosure to the board 


, {can be relied on as being equivalent to disclosure to the 


company, and hence if promoters desire to avoid liability to 
account to the company for their profits, it is essential, apart 
from the new Act, that the prospectus should state both the 
amount at which the property was purchased and the amount at 
which it is resold to the company. If a promoter omits to give 
the information just stated then he runs the risk of having to 
refund his profits to the company, though he would be allowed 
the legitimate ex incurred by him in forming and bringing 
it out: Lydney Iron Ore Co. v. Bird (supra). 

To the promoters’ duty as thus enforced the Act of 1900 now 
adds the express direction that the amount payable to every 
vendor and sub-vendor of property is to ay stated in the 

rospectus ; but in one respect the Act does not go so far in the 
virection of disclosure as prudence already requires of a pro- 
moter. A promoter may in his own interest find it advisable 
to disclose his profit, even though his purchase may have been 
completed before the flotation of the company, but the Act is 
less exigent. Its provisions on the subject are contained in 
section 10. Under sub-section 1 (/) the prospectus must state 
the names and addresses of the vendors of any property 
purchased or proposed to be purchased by the company, 
‘‘ which is to be paid for wholly or partly out of the p 6 
of the issue offered for subscription by the prospectus, or 
the purchase or acquisition of which has not been completed 
at the date of —- of prospectus.” The pros 
must also state the amount payable in cash, shares or deben- 
tures, to the vendor, or where the company is a sub-purchaser, 
to each vendor ; and the amount pee le for goodwill must be 
specified (sub-section 1(f) (g) ). en sub-section 2 says that 
every person is to be deemed to be a vendor who has entered 
into any contract, absolute or conditional, for the sale or 
purchase of property to be acquired by the company in any case 
where (a) the purchase-money is not fully paid at the date of 

ublication of the prospectus; or (4) the purchase-money is to 
™ paid out of the proceeds of the issue; or (c) the contract 
depends for its fulfilment on the result of the issue. Sub-section 
3 extends these enactments to cases where property is taken on 
lease. 

In the case, therefore, of a sale by A. to B., who resells to 
the company, if B. has completed his purchase from A. before 
the date of the prospectus, nothing as to A. need, under section 
10, be stated in that document, and similarly where the company 
has completed the purchase from B. Where, however, as is 
usually the case, the sale and the sub-sale are both awaiting the 
result of the issue, then the prospectus must state the sums 
payable both to A. and B. The uences of omitting to 
make the disclosure required by the section will be considered 
when we come to the general requirements of the prospectus. 
But it seems that, so far as price is concerned, the statute 

uires no more disclosure than a prudent promoter will now 
make for his own protection, and since it is confined to cases 
of uncompleted purchase it does not require so much disclosure 
as the prudent promoter will give. It must be remembered, 
however, that the statute was not drawn with a view to the 
operations of the prudent promoter, but rather with a view 
to the promoter who will risk a good deal to secure his 


profits, and against whom a subsequent action may be very 
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barren of result; and in such cases the stereotyped form in 
which —— will now be cast will doubtless prove a 
valuable safeguard 


The practical result is that whenever a purchase of property 
is to be made with a view to the formation of a company it will 
be necessary to remember that (unless the original purchase can 
be carried out without recourse to the company’s money) both 
the price on that purchase and the price on the resale to the 
company will have to be specifically stated in the prospectus, 
and the price to be paid for goodwill will have to be separately 
mentioned. This should tend to discourage the plan of hiding the 
promotion expenses under a fictitious sum allotted to goodwill. 

(2) Preliminary Expenses and Payments to Promoters. —Intimately 
connected with the subject just discussed are the payment of 
preliminary expenses and the payment of promoters, and in 
arranging for the flotation of a company it must be remembered 
that both of these are items which will have to be specified in 
the prospectus. That document will, under section 10 
(1), have to shew “(*) the amount or estimated amount 
of preliminary expenses; and (j) the amount paid or 
intended to be paid to a: promoter and the consideration 
for any such payment.” Hitherto it has not been necessary 
to state all these matters > gpa and the profit on the 
resale to the company which, as just pointed out, had to 
be disclosed, might be adjusted so as to enable the sub- 
vendor to make any payments which it was not desired to throw 
on thecompany. It will be possible, of course, for this still to 
be done, but in any case, whether preliminary expenses and 

rs’ remuneration are paid by the vendor or by the 
company, they must be expressly set out in the prospectus. 
No definition is given in the Act of preliminary expenses, but 
it will be safe to include in the term all expenses incidental to 
bringing the company into existence and enabling it to com- 
mence business, such as the sums paid to solicitors, valuers, 
brokers, printers, and other persons employed, and disburse- 
ments for fees and stamps; and the legal work charged for 
should cover the conveyance of the property to the company 
and the completion of the debenture-holders’ securities. 

Not improbably it will be found convenient, now that pre- 
liminary expenses are to be specified, to make them payable by 
the company instead of by the vendor; but any contract with 
the company is in the first instance provisional only, and the 
various persons employed will still have to look to the promoters 
for payment. More gape in view of its actual effect on 
promotion practice is the requirement of the disclosure of all 
sums paid to promoters. The question of who is a promoter is 
a question of fact to be determined according to circumstances 
of each case, and where the courts have attempted a definition 
this has been done in very indefinite terms. ‘‘The term pro- 
moter,” said Bown, L.J., in Whaley Bridge Printing Co.v. Green 

5 Q. B. D., p. 111), “ is a term not of law but of business, use- 

ly summing up in a single word a number of business 
operations familiar to the commercial world by which a company 
is generally brought into existence”; and other definitions are 
of a similarly wide nature. They do not carry the matter 
further than the natural meaning that anyone would give to 
the notion of promoting a company, though it is important to 
remember the distinction between a promoter, who is a person 
active in bringing the company into existence, and the persons 
—solicitors, valuers, and others—whom he employs in the course 
of the ion. These latter are not‘ promoters”: Re Great 
Wheal Polgooth (32 W. R. 107). 

In future in forming a company it will be necessary to settle 
definitely who are promoters and how their services are to be 
rewarded ; and both the amounts and the nature of their services 
will have to go down in the prospectus. Probably the effect 
will be to make promoters more moderate in their demands, 
and, as a consequence, they will have to be more careful about 
the business they take up. Whether company promoting on 
the whole pays may be a matter of doubt, but henceforth it 
should be jess possible for the promoter to reimburse himself 
out of a successful company the losses he has made over 
unsuccessful ones. There may be reasons for a promoter 
charging heavily for his services, but the public will probabl 
not rate these so high as to care to go into a company which 
pute much of ite money into promoters’ pockets. 





REVIEWS. 
TORT. 


A SumMMARY OF THE LAw oF ToRTS; OR, WronGs INDEPENDENT 
oF Contract. By ARTHUR UNDERHILL, M.A., LL.D., Barrister- 
at-Law. SEVENTH EpITIon. By the Author; assisted by HUBERT 
Stuart Moorgz, Barrister-at-Law. Butterworth & Co. 


Tort is perhaps the most difficult branch of the law, and 
yet it is one on which it is specially necessary that the 
student, in order to qualify himself for practice, should have 
clear ideas. For this purpose Dr. Underhill’s book will be found 
extremely useful. Itis well arranged and lucidly written, and in 
spite of its small size it is a ready guide to a great mass of case law. 
The reader will indeed be surprised to see how many of the 
authorities have been collected for the purpose of developing the 
principles of the subject. We notice that so recent a case as Littledale 
v. Liverpool College (1900, 1 Ch. 19) has been quoted for the purpose 
of shewing the nature of the acts which amount to dispossession of 
land, and for a concise statement of a recently-established doctrine we 
may refer to p. 121, where the cases on the granting of an interlocu- 
tory injunction against a libel are set out. The book will continue 
to meet a recognized want. 





LEGISLATION OF THE YEAR. 


PATERSON’S PRAcTICAL STATUTES: THE PRACTICAL STATUTES OF 
THE SEssion 1900 (63 & 64 VicrortA). WirH INTRODUCTIONS, 
Notes, TABLES OF STATUTES REPEALED AND SUBJECTS ALTERED, 
Lists OF LocaL AND PERSONAL AND PRIVATE ACTS, AND A 
Corrous Inpex. Edited by Jamzs SurwERLAND Corron, Bar- 
rister-at-Law. Horace Cox. 


This volume continues a very useful and handy series of statute law, 
and. Mr. Cotton, without overburdening the text of the Acts with 
exposition, gives sufficient information in the introductions prefixed 
to the more important statutes, and in the footnotes, to enable their 
object to be readily grasped. The Money-Lenders Act, for instance, 
is shortly but lucidly expounded, and a plentiful crop of litigation 
seems to be anticipated as its result. The Land Charges Act, the 
Companies Act, and the Agricultural Holdings Act, which are the 
other statutes of the year of most importance, also receive their share 
of explanation. Mr. Cotton has before now proved himself a keen 
critic of legislative language, and he has on this occasion found food 
for reflection in the Wild Animals in Captivity Act and the Ancient 
Monuments Protection Act. For instance, county councils may 
purchase ancient monuments, but the wisdom of Parliament has 
abstained from saying where the money is to come from. The 
former Act extends protection generally to ‘‘ any bird, beast, fish, or 
reptile,” but are frogs and toads included under reptiles? Mr. 
Cotton asks the question, but we shall be sorry for the judge 
who has to answer it. It suzgests another version of ‘‘ The Bishop 
and the Caterpillar.” 





BOOKS RECEIVED. 


The Lands Clauses Acts, with Decisions, Forms, and Tables of 
Costs. By Arruur JEPSON, Barrister-at-Law. Second Edition. 
By Joun M. Licutwoop, M.A., Barrister-at-Law. Stevens & Sons 
(Limited). Price 21s. 


Inwood’s Tables of Interest and Mortality, for the Purchasing of 
Estates and Valuation of Properties, including Advowsons, Assurance 
Policies, Copyholds, Deferred Annuities, Freeholds, Ground-rents, 
Immediate Annuities, Leaseholds, Life Interests, Mortgages, Per- 
petuities, Renewals of Leases, Reversions, Sinking Funds, &c. 
Twenty-sixth Edition, Revised and Extended. By WILLIAM 
ScHooiinG, F.R.A.8. With Logarithms of Natural Numbers and 
Thoman’s Logarithmic Interest and Aunuity Tables. Crosby Lock- 
wood & Son. 


The Companies Act, 1900. With Explanatory Notes and Appendix 
containing Forms; together with Addenda to ‘‘Cgmpany Precedents.” 
7 FRANCIS BEAUFORT PALMER, Barrister-at-Law. Stevens & Sons 
(Limited). Price 6s. 


Smith’s County Court Diary, 1901. Containing Abstract of Acts 
authorizing Proceedings in County Courts (compiled to August, 
1900), the Tables of Fees to be Taken in County Courts, the Remunera- 
tion of Officers, &c., &c. Specially Adapted for the Use of the Officers 
and Practitioners of the Courts. Fifty-fourth Year of Publication. 
John Smith & Co., 52, Long Acre, W.C. 


The Joiat Stock Oompanies Practical Guide. By HENny 
Hvusrevt and CLrarenpon G, Hype, Barristers-at-Law. S:veath 








Waterlow & Sons (Limited). 
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CORRESPONDENCE, 
PROFIT SHARING BETWEEN SOLICITORS. 
[Zo the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 


Sir,—The decision in the case of Re Four Solicitors, Ex parte The 
Incorporated Law Society (reported and commented upon in your last 
issue), raises questions which appear to be of great importance to the 
profession. 

The circumstances of the above case are unusual, but the judgment 
of the court covers a wide area. The judgment primarily refers to 
cases where solicitors representing ‘‘ conflicting interests in litigious 
proceedings” enter into a profit-sharing arrangement; but does not 
the ratio decidendi apply to cases where there is no litigation ? 

Take the following cases by way of illustration : 

(1) A. has a client who wants to borrow £5,000 on mortgage. He 
applies to B., another solicitor, to fiad the money, which he does— 
scale costs to be paid to B., who agrees to allow A., for introducing 
the business, half the negotiation fee. Is such conduct unprofes- 
sional? Are A. and B, liable for such conduct to ‘‘ suspension,” 
which in most cases spells ‘ruin’? Is it necessary, if B. wishes to 
recompense A., that he (B.) should inform A.’s client of the arrange- 
ment ? 


(2) A., B., and C. represent large creditors of X., who is in. 


difficulties. The debtor, with the concurrence of his principal 
creditors, makes an assignment to Z., as trustee for creditors, A. being 
solicitor to the trustee and doing all the work, but, by arrangement 
with B. and C., paying a small share of net costs to them. Is this 
professional misconduct ? 

(3) A. acts as solicitor to X.’s executors in proving his will and 
administering his estate. B.is a residuary legatee under X.’s will 
and a solicitor. The executors suggest that A. should, ex gratia, 
make a present to B. as a solatium for not being appointed solicitor 
to the executors. If A. makes B. a present, is he guilty of mis- 
conduct ? Must he give notice to all the residuary legatees to pre- 
vent the possibility of action being taken by the Disciplinary Com- 
mittee ? 

I shall be glad if you, Mr. Editor, can give your readers the 
benefit of your opinion on these typical cases. May not the pro- 
fession rightly call upon the Committee of the Incorporated Law 
Society to give a deliverance upon the question of profit-sharing, so 
that solicitors may know what is and what is not ‘‘ professional mis- 
conduct ” so far as sharing profit is concerned, and may act accord- 
ingly? Failing this, I fear many members of our profession, actuated 
often by the best of motives, will be unawares entrapped and vic- 
timized. LEx. 


[See observations under the head of ‘‘ Current Topics.”—Ev. 8.J.] 








CASES OF THE WEEK. 


Court of Appeal. 


Re BANK OF SYRIA. OWEN AND ASHWORTH’S CLAIM. No. 2. 
23rd and 26th Nov. 


Company—Drrectors— Powers or Rgpucep Drrecrorate. 


This case raised the important question as to the effect of the number 
of directors being reduced below the minimum. The Bank of Syria 
(Limited) was incorporated under the Companies Acts, 1862 to 1890. The 
articles of association so far as material were as follows: 32. The following 

rsons, viz, J. R. Pilling, H. H. Bolton, W. E. Whitworth, and W. 

arker shall form the first council of administration . . . and the 
said J. R. Pilling shall be president. 34. The council is invested with 
full power for conducting the affairs of the company either by its own 
body or by delegation as may be deemed necessary in the interest of the 
company. 35. Without prejudice to the general powers conferred by 
the last preceding clause the council shall have the followin 
powers (f) to execute in the name and on behalf of the company suc 
mortgages of the company’s property as they think fit. 38. The 
number of members of the council shall not be less than three or more 
than nine, 42. The continuing council may act nowwithstandmg any 
vacancy. 53. The council may determine the quorum necessary for the 
traneaction of business. 55. Tne council may delegate any of its powers 
to committees, consisting of such member or members of their body as 
they think fit. Ata time when the members of the council or directors 
Were reduced to two they entered into an agreement with Owen and Ash- 
worth to lend £4,000 to the company, which was advanced on the 19th of 
September, 1894. The company having gone into liquidation, Owen and 
Ashworth claimed to prove for the £4,000, but the liquidator rejected the 
proof on the ground that the debt was incurred by the company at a time 
when there were only two directors, and that the lenders had accepted 
Pilling as their debtor in lieu of any claim they might have had against 
the company. Wright, J., held, on the facts, that the money had been 
re-lent to Pilling, and rejected the proof, but held that the two directors 
had power under article 12 to bind the company. It was alleged, but not 
Proved, that the quorum of directors was fixed at three. : 

Tux Covrr (Lord Atvsrsrons, O.J., Riowy and Vavenan Wituiane, 





L.JJ.) allowed the appeal, on the ground that, upon the facts, there was 
no novation and the company were not that the case was 
covered by the decision in Re Scottish Petroleum Co. (23 Oh. D. 413), and 
that the two directors bad under article 42 power to the company.— 
Counsgex, Jenkins, Q.C., and Martelli; Reed, Q.C., and P. Wheeler. Soutct- 
tors, R. H. Bentley ; Carlisle, Unna, Rider, § Heaton. 


(Reported by 8. E, Witi14ms, Barrister-at-Law. } 


TAFF VALE RAILWAY CO. v. AMALGAMATED SOCIETY OF RAILWAY 
SERVANTS AND OTHERS. No.1. 2ist Nov. 


Traps Unron—Powszr To Suz anp se Step—Recisterrp Name—Trave 
Union Act, 1871 (34 & 35 Vicr. c. 31)—Trape Union Act, 1876 
(39 & 40 Vicr. c. 22). 


Appeal from an order of Farwell, J. The plaintiffs brought an action in 
the Queen’s Bench Division against the Amalgamated ty of Railway 
Servants, Mr. Richard Bell (the general secretary), and Mr. James Holmes 
(the local secretary of the society), for an injunction to restrain the 
defendants, the Amalgamated Society of Railway Servants, Richard 
Bell, and James Holmes, from watching or besetting, or causing to 
be watched or beset, the Great Western Kailway Station at Cardiff or the 
works of the plaintiffs or any of them, or the approaches thereto, or the 
places of residence, or any place where they might happen to be, of 
apy workmen employed by or proposing to work for the plaintiffs for the 
purpose of persuading or otherwise preventing persons from working 
for the plaintiffs, or for any purpose except merely to obtain or 
communicate information, and from procuring any persons who might 
have or might enter into contracts with the plaintiffs to commit a breach 
of such contracts. The plaintiffs took out a summons for an interim 
injunction until the trial of the action in the terms set out above. The 
defendant society took out a summons asking that they should be 
dismissed from the action upon the ground that a trade union could not 
be sued. Farwell, J., granted an interim injunction in the terms of the 
summons sgainst the defendants Bell and Holmes, upon the authority 
of Lyons v. Wilkins (45 W. R. 19; 1896, 1 Ch. 811); and as regarded 
the defendants the Amalgamated Society of Railway Servants, he 
refused to strike them out of the action and gran’ an injunction 
against them, holding that the action would lie against the society. The 
defendant scciety appealed. 

Tue Cover (A. L. Surrn, M.R., Cotums and Srieiime, LJJ ) allowed 
the appeal, holding that a trade union could neither sue nor be sued in 
its registered name, as it was neither a corporation nor a partnership, and 
the Trade Union Acts not authorizing any such action to be brought.— 
Counsgt, Haldane, Q.C., W. S. Robson, Q.C., T. Bateman Napier, 8. T. 
Evans, and A. Clement Edwards; Sir Edward Clarke, Q.C., B. Francis 
Williams, Q.O0., and Holman Gregory. Souicrrors, Williamson, Hill, § Co., 
for Ingledew § Sons, Cardiff ; Riddell § Co., for Meyrick § Davies, Cardiff. 

(Reported by W. F. Barny, Barrister-at-Law.] 


SOLOMON v. MULLINER AND OTHERS. No.1. 27th Nov. 


Practice—Costs—Action or Tort Acarnst Two Derenpants—SsraraTs 
Torts Commrrrep sy Each Derenpant—Less rean £10 Recoversp 
Acainst Onzs—Covnty Courts Act, 1888 (51 & 52 Vicr. c. 43), s. 116. 


Appeal from Day, J., at chambers. The action was brought against 
the defendant Mulliner, and the defendants the Motor Carriage Supply 
Co. (Limited), to recover damages for conversion of a motor car. The 
statement of claim alleged that in February, 1900, the motor car was 
stored for safe custody with the defendant Mulliner, that in May, 1900, 
Mulliner refused to deliver up the car, and wrongfully parted with 
it to the Motor Carriage Co.; and that the Motor Carriage Co. illegally 
retained possession and refused to deliver it up to the plaintiff. The 
plaintiff claimed the return of the car or £500, its value, and damages for 
its conversion. The plaintiff applied for an interim injunction against the 
Motor Carriage Co. to restrain them from parting with the possession of 
the car, when the judge, as the car had been sold, ordered the price (£440) 
to be paid into court. The company in their defence liability to 
the plaintiff for £340, and as to the balance of £100 set up a claim as 
against the plaintiff. The plaintsff took the £340 out of court. Mulliner 
ia his defence with a denial of liability paid 40s. into court as sufficient to 
satisfy the plaintiffs’ claim against him. The plaintiff took out the 
40s. in satisfaction of his claim t Mulliner, and gave notice 


to discontinue the action against him. The action —< the 
company was proceeding. Upon the plaintiff bringing in bis bill of 
costs as against Mulliner for taxation, the master held that he could 
not allow any costs, as the plaintiff bad recovered less than £10. The 
plaintiff applied to the judge for an order directing the master to tax the 
costs upon the High Court scale upon the ground that the action could 
not have been brought in the county court, or for a certificate that the 
action was fit to have been brought in the High Court. Day. J., retased 
the application. The plaintiff appealed. By section 116 of the Co 
Courts Act, 1888, ** With respect to any action brought in the 
Court which could have been commenced in a county court, the 
following provisions shall apply . . . (2) If im au action founded on 
tot the plaintiff shall recover a sum less than £10 he shall not be 
entitled to any costs of the action.” 

Tue Cover (A. L. Surru, M.R., and Corts, L.J.) dismissed the 
appeal, holding that the action was for two separate torts, one by each of 
tie defendants ; that the plaintiff m bis action for the tort committed by 
Mulliner only recovered ; that the words of eection 116 of the County 
Courts Act, 1888, ‘* which could have been commenced ir a county 
referred to an action which, both in to its character and 
amount, could have been commenced in a county court; and that an 
action, as regards amount, was within the jurisdiction of the county court 
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when the amount recoverable was ascertained, and the question did not 
depend upon the amount claimed. Therefore the plaintiff, having only 
recovered 40s. as against Mulliner (though if the tort had been a joint tort, 
different considerations would have arisen), was not entitled to any costs 
as against him. The order of Day, J., was therefore right. With regard 
to the decisions, their lordships preferred the decision of the Divisional 
Court in Lovejoy v. Cole (43 W. R. 48; 1894, 2Q. B. 861) to that of Charles, 
J., in Goldhill v. Clarke (68 L. T. N. 8. 414).—Covunser, Wheeler, Q.C., and 
James Todd ; E. Grimwood Mears. Soxtcrrors, 7. Durant ; Piesse & Son. 


[Reported by W. F. Banrry, Barrister-at-Law.] 


Re H. G. LANGDALE (A PERSON OF UNSOUND MIND). 
12th and 16th Nov. 


Practice—Peririon ror VxestiInc OrpER—Lvunatic TrusTEE—PowEr OF 
Master. 


Petition for an order vesting a sum in Consols standing in the name of 
lunatic trustee and another in the latter and a new trustee; and the 
question was whether the master had power to make the vesting order in 
these circumstances. Under a settlement dated in 1865 two trustees were 
appointed ; in 1884 both were dead, and Langdale and another trustee 
M. were appointed. In 1887 Langdale retired, another trustee 8. being 
appointed in his place. On that occasion the sum of £413 Consols standing in 
the names of Langdale and his co-trustee M. was overlooked and not trans- 
ferred to the other trustees. In 18968. died, and in September last another 
trustee was appointed, and a ves'iog order under section 136 of the Lunacy 
Act, 1890, was now required to transfer this sum to the new trustees. It 
was contended that since a master could make a vesting order when 
appointing new trustees (Re Fuller, 1900, 2 Ch. 551), he had also power to 

e a vesting order alone, and that a vesting order under section 136, 
although not made under the ‘‘ mansgement and administration ’’ sections 
(116-130) of the Act of 1890 was nevertheless ‘‘ administration and 
management ’’ within the meaning of section 27 of the Lunacy Act, 1891. 
Re Shortridge (1895, 1 Ch. 279) was also referred to. 

Tue Cover (Rieny, VaucHan Wiiigams, and Romer, L.JJ.) delivered 
judgment on the 16th of November, and held that the master had no 
power to make such an order.—CounseL, Humphry. Soutcirors, Gribble, 
Oddie, Sinclair, § Johnson. 


[Reported by A. Girsne-Jonzs, Barrister-at-Law.] 


No, 2. 





High Court—Chancery Division. 
Re HENRY LAWRENCE (Deceased). Byrne, J. 22nd and 23rd Nov. 


Dezp—ConstrucTion—AssIGNMENT OF REVERSIONARY INTEREST—ACCRUED 
SHane—Orerative Part tx Deep Contro.uep By ReEcirTAat. 


This was a summons for payment out of court of a sum of money 
which a trustee had paid in under the Trustee Relief Act. A testator 
by his will gave his residuary estate to trustees to hold as to one-third 
thereof upon trust to invest and pay the income thereof to his 
daughter R. B., the wife of J. B, for life, and after her decease 
to pay the income to her husband for his life, and on the death of 
the husband to divide the capital amongst the children of R. B. at 
twenty-one in equal shares, And as to one other third part thereof upon 
similar trusts in favour of his son H. L. And as to the remaining 
one-third part thereof upon similar trusts in favour of his son W. L. 
There was a provision in the will that if either R. B., H. L., or W. L. 
died without children, then the share of the testator’s child so dying 
without children should accrue to the others. C. B. L. was one of the 
children of W. L., and by an indenture dated the 7th of February, 
1877, C. B. L. as vendor assigned to purchasers for value, ‘‘ All 
that the part share and interest of him, the vendor, whether vested, 

ingent, or expectant, of and in the moneys and premises devised 
and bequeathed by the said recited will of the said (tertator) and of 
and in the stock funds, &c., of him the vendor.’’ The indenture recited 
the will (so far as material) as follows: ‘‘ And from and after the decease 
of the said W. L. upon trust to pay the income to the wife of the said 
W. L. for life, and after her decease upon trust to transfer the capital 
of the last mentioned one-third share of the eaid trust funds unto and 
among all and every the children of the said W. L. who should attain 
twenty-one or marry for his, her, or their own absolute use and benefit in 
shares if more than one. But in case there should be no such 

child then in trust as therein ‘mentioned and as to the two other one- 
third parts or shares thereof upon certain truste therein contained, 
includin the events therein specified a trust for the benefit 
The deed also recited that C. B. L. had 

attained twenty-one. W. L. died in 1884, and the share of 


cases were cited: Neame v. Moorsom (3 Eq. 91), Gray v. Earl of Limerick 
(2 D. G. & Sm. 370), Hopkinson v. Lusk (34 B. 215), Howard v. Earl of 
Shrewsbury (17 Eq. 378), Hugh Neal’s Trust (4 Jur. N. 8. 6). 

Nov. 23.—Byrne, J., held that the words in the operative part of the 
deed of 1877 were clear and unambiguous and that there was no necessity 
to resort to the recital to impose such a narrow construction on them as 
was contended for by the assignor. The claim of the assignor to be paid 
a proportion of the funds accruing under the testator’s will on the death 
of R. B. failed.—Oounse1, Rowden, Q.O.; Mitchell and Levett, Q C.; Baty. 
Souicrrors, 8. J. R. Stammers, for H. R. Culley, Norwich; Field, Roscoe, ¢ 
Co., for J. HE. Foster, Cambridge. 


[Reported by R. Leien Ramssoruan, Barrister-at-Law. | 


Re LEEDS GRAMMAR SCHOOL. Cozens-Hardy, J. 20th Nov. 


Cuariry—Comrutsory Purcuase oy Lanps—Lanps Cxauses Consourpa- 
tion Act, 1845 (8 & 9 Vicr. c. 18), ss. 69, 76 anv 80—PayMxENT INTO 
Covurt—Oosts or INvgsTMENT. 


On the 15th of November, 1898, the Corporation of Leeds gave notice to 
treat for the purchase of lands belonging to the Leeds Grammar 
School. The legal estate was vested in the official trustee of 
charity lands. as the result of arbitration between the governors 
of the school and the corporation the sum of £37,000 was agreed 
upon as the value of the property, and on the Ist of June, 
1900, the Board of Charity Commissioners directed the official 
trustee to concur in the conveyance... A dispute arose between 
the parties as to whether the purchase-money ought to be paid 
into court. On the llth of July, 1900, the purchase-money 
was lodged in court. The governors of the school now petitioned for an 
order for the investment of the £37,000. The corporation objected to pay 
the costs of the investment on the ground that the official trustee, who, 
with the concurrence of the Charity Commissioners, could have given a 
good discharge, had refused todo so. The corporation also maintained 





that the money had been paid into court under section 76 of the Lands 
Clauses Consolidation Act, 1845, and not under section 80. 
Cozens-Harpy, J.— In this case the governors of Leeds Grammar School 
owned certain property which the Corporation of Leeds desired to acquire. 
Notice to treat was given by the corporation, and subsequently the matter 
went to arbitration. The governors appointed one arbitrator and the 
corporation another, and the sum of £37,000 was awarded. The bare legal 
estate was outstanding in the official trustee of charity lands, and the 
conveying parties were the official trustee and the governors, There is 
a recital of an order of the Charity Commissioners directing the official 
trustee to concur in the conveyance, and a recital of the payment into 
court of £37,000 for the lands taken from the Leeds Grammar School, 
** trustees without power of sale’’ and the governors ‘‘conveyed and 
confirmed ’’ the property. Under these circumstances, it is the ordinary 
case of persons under dieability conveying, with the concurrence of persons 
having the legal estate, at a price not less than that fixed upon by arbi- 
tration. It is said that the £27,000 was tendered to the official trustee 
and that he refused to accept it, but the governors did not refuse and 
section 80 does not apply. it is simply the ordinary case of the convey- 
ance of an equitable interest and getting in a legal estate from trustees. 
I must order the corporation to pay the costs under the Act.—CounszL, 
0. Leigh Clare; Vernon Smith, Q.0- and Cartmell. So.icrrons, Paterson, 
Snow, Bloxam, §& Kinder, tor J. U. Atkinson, Leeds; Vincent ¢ Vincent, for 
The Town Clerk, Leeds. 3 
[Reported by J. H. Davixzs, Barrister-at-Law. | 


Re RENDELL. WOOD v. RENDELL. Cozens-Hardy, J, 24th Nov. 


ADMINISTRATION —INTEsTACY—Domictt—Pegrson AutrHorizep To Take Out 
ADMINISTRATION. 


Thomas Rendell died intestate on the 5th of May, 1899, leaving a widow 
and children him surviving. There was a doubt whether his domicil was 
in this country or iu the United States. On the 20th of July, 1899, the 
widow gave a power of attorney to the plaintiff in this country to take out 
letters of administration, and administration was co’ uently granted to 
him on the 4th of September. No adminictration was taken out elsewhere 
and the widow was not the administratrix in the United States. The 
plaintiff got in all the estate and had £1,300 in hand. Tne question now 
arose what was to be done with it. 

Cozens-Haxpvy, J.—This is, no doubt, a case of importance. I am 
dealing here with a gentlemen who has been constituted administrator, 
and he has made the usual declarations. Administration was granted to 
him, it is true, as the nominee of the widow (who is in the United States), 
but any moment she comes here and applies for administration she will 
have it. She is not the legal personal representative of the intestate in 
the United States, so it is immaterial to consider the question of domigil. 








C. B. L. in the one-third of the residuary estate was paid over to the 
rs under the assignment of 1877. On the 28th of March, | 
1899, B. B. died a widow and without children, and thereupon a moiety | 
of the one-third share in which she bad had a life interest under her father’s 
will accrued to the children of W. L. On behalf of the purchasers it was 
contended that the assignment of 1877 carried the interest of O. B. L. in 
the accrued share. The words ‘‘ share”’ and “‘ interest ’’ in the operative | 
part of the deed were clear and unambiguous, and were not confined to 
the one-third part in which W. L. had a life interest at the date 
of the gor Moore v. Magrath (1 Cowper 9), Ez parte Glynne | 
(1 Mont. D. & D. 29), and Willoughby v. Middleton (2 J. & H. 344) | 
cited On behalf of C. B. L., the assignee, it was urged that 
words in the operative part were in the singular, ‘‘ all that the part 
and interest.’ That the operative part must be controlled by the | 
, which clearly referred to the one-third share only. The following 


Fei 


recital 


She can, therefore, only claim because she is beneficially entitled to a 
share. ‘There is no portion of the property for which she can give a good 
receipt. Can I hold that it is right for her to handover the property to 
the next-of-kiny I think the observations of Kindersley, V.C., in Re 
Dewell, Edgar v. Reynolds (6 W. R. 404, 4 Drew. 269) are common sense. 
The money cannot be handed over to the widow.—Oounsu, F. Douglas ; 
7. L. Wilkinson. Sotacrrons, Atkinson ¢ Dresser. 

{Reported by J. H. Davixs, Barrister-at-Law. | 


BAGLIONI v. CAVALLI. Cozens-Hardy, J. 21st and 22nd Nov. 
Moxrtoace—Svunsequent Incumprances—Puionitry—MarsnaLlingc— 
APPORTIONMENT. 

This was a summons to vary the master’s certificate which purported to 
settle the priority of the incumbrances on certain leasehold property. On 
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the 26th of February, 1894, there was a legal mortgage of the whole of the 
property by Bargonzi, the mortgagor, and Coulthard, who had a charge on 
the property, to Cavalli. On the 16th of July, 1894, Bargonzi made a 
second mortgage of the leasehold premises to Baglioni, reciting the previous 
mortgage but making no reference to the goodwill of the business carried 
on at the place. On the 26th of August, 1894, Bargonzi made a further 
mortgage of the lease, goodwill, and fixtures to Hales. In December, 
1894, Cavalli entered on the premises, and subsequently sold the lease, 
goodwill, and fixtures for £1,300. In July, 1895, a receiver was appointed, 
and in 1898 an action for an account was commenced. North, J., made 
an order in the action on the 12th of December,-1899. Tne question now 
was, who was entitled to the residue in court on payment of the taxed 
costs? The master took the view that the plaintiff Baglioni was entitled 
to marshall and took priority of the other mortgagees. 

Cozens-Harpy, J. —This summons raises points which might have been of 
great difficulty. The two points raised have, however, really been decided 
by the authorities. We have, firstly, the mortgage of a leasehold house in 
which the mortgagor carries on his business. Then the mortgagor 
mortgages the lease alone, and afterwards creates charges on the lease 
and goodwill. The property was sold by the first mortgagee. 
The second mortgagee says he is entitled to the entirety though he 
has only a mortgage of the lease alone, those behind him having 
charges on the lease and goodwill. The decision of the Court of 
Appeal in West London Syndicate (Limited) v. Commissioners of Inland 
Revenue (1898, 1 Q. B. D. 226, 46 W. R. Dig. 74) shews that the goodwill 
of a licensed house is something apart from the value of the land. I think 
the position of the mortgagee of a leasehold is something very different 
from that of the mortgagee of the goodwill and the lease. I must therefore 
hold that this is a case in which the position of the first and third mortgagees 
is different from that of the second. That being so, what are their respective 
rights. Here again I have the direct authority of Kay, J., in the case of Mozen 
v. The Berkeley Mutual Benefit Building Society (59 L. J. 524, 38 W. RB. Dig. 
138), a view which he himself amplified in the case of Flint v. Howard 
(1893, 2 Ch. 54, 41 W. R. Dig. 147). I think I am therefore relieved 
from going through the long list of cases cited. It.is sufficient to say, 
in the words of Kay, UJ., ‘“‘The right of a subsequent mortgagee 
of one of the estates to marshall—that is, to throw the prior charge on both 
estates upon that which is not mortgaged to him—is an equity which is not 
enforced against third parties—that is, against anyone except the mortgagor 
and his legal representatives claiming as volunteers under him. It is not 
enforced against a mortgagee or purchaser of the other estate. If both 
estates are subject to separate second mortgages the court apportions the 
first mortgage between them.” I feel myself bound to vary the certificate 
and to declare that the purchase-money ought to be apportioned between 
the lease and the goodwill —Counset, Henderson; Nield ; Ashton Cross. 
Souicrrors, Sherwood § Bails ; Yeilding, Piper, § Tallack; W. H. Hales. 

[Reported by J. H. Davies, Barrister-at-Law. | 


NEAVERSON v. THE PETERBOROUGH RURAL DISTRICT COUNCIL. 
Cozens-Hardy, J. 30th and 31st Oct. ; 1st and 10th Nov. 


PasturaGE—Private Roap—Inciostre Awarp—OwnersHir or Som— 
Presumption oF Lost Grant. 


This action related to the pasturage of a private road, called Moor-road, 
in the parish of Newborough, which was constituted out of fen land in the 
Bedford Level by the Newborough Inclosure Act, 1812. By the award, 
made in 1822, it was (inter alia) provided that all the and herbage 
which should from time to time grow and arise upon alf the private roads 
set out and thereinbefore awarded should belong to and be the property of 
the surveyor for the time being of the highways, to be appointed for the 
said common and waste land cailed Borough Fen Oommon and the 
400 acres common, to be by him let annually for the depasturing of sound 
and healthy sheep, but of no other cattle or stock whatever, at and for the 
best rent or rents that could be reasonably obtained for the same. The 
The plaintiff was the occupier of a farm, allotted under the award, on each 
side of the Moor-road, from which it was teparated by a ditch, with a 
low hedge on the farm side of the ditch. It was established b 
evidence that, at least since 1846, the roads, including Moor- 5 
had been let publicly by auction, year by year, pursuant to directions 
given at public vestry meetings, without any restriction providing 
for depasturing of sheep only. Un the contrary, the conditions provided 
a limit, varying from time to time, as to the number of cattie or horses 
which might be grazed upon Moor-road. It was further proved that the 
plaintiff bimself had been party to many such lettings, and had hired 
Moor-road upon these terms, and grazed cattle thereon, and received 
money paid by others for the right of turning cattle thereon during his 
tenancy. In 1899 the defendant council, who are the successors of the 
surveyor of highways, let for a year the pasturage of the road to their co- 
defendant Vergette, with a limit to the number of cattle and horses to be 
depastured. He, however, turned horses and cattle in excess of the 
prescribed number into the road, which (it was alleged) caused injury and 
trespass on the plaintiff’s land. He had paid 40s. damages, and the action 
had been ep against him. The defendant council paid 40s. into court 
with a denial of liability, and the plaintiff now claimed an injunction to 
restrain them letting or using the road for pasturing animals other than 
sheep, and damages. 

Oozans-Haxvy, J., citing per Parke, B., in Poole v. Huskinson (11 M. & 
W. 827) and per Lindley, LJ., in Haigh v. West (1893, 2 Q. B. 19), held 
that, having regard to the Inclosure Act, the soil of the road became 
Vested in the owners of the adjoining allotments, including that occupied 
by the plaintiff, subject to a right of way and to the right ot herbage. It 
Was therefore unnecessary for his lordship to consider whether a private 
individual could maintain an action to enforce the performance by a 








public body of a statutory obligation. There having been an open and 
regular and caalioneel: dealing with the herbage of the road for more 
than fifty years in a manner and to an extent not authorized by the 
award, and which was apparently to the advantage of the owners and 
occupiers of the allotted lands, a lawful origin ought to be presumed from 
long usage, based on the presumption of a lost grant by the owner of the 
soil by virtue of which the surveyors were released from the restrictions 
imposed by the award as to the mode of grazing. Action therefore 
dismissed with costs.—Counset, Rawlings, Q.C., and Percival; Eve, Q.0., 
and Schiller. Soricrrons, Clarke, Rawlins, ¢ Co., for Percival § Son, Peter- 
borough; J. M. Voss, for J. W. Buckle, Peterborough. 
{Reported by A. Giyxnz-Jonzs, Barrister-at-Law. | 


Re HARE AND O’MORE’S CONTRACT. Joyce, J. 5th, 6th, and 
14th Nov. 
Venpor aNd Purcuasen — Contract — MisprscrirTion—OComrensaTION— 
Sreciric PERFORMANCE. 

Adjourned summons under the Vendor and Purchaser Act, 1874 (37 & 
38 Vict. c. 78). The property to which the summons related formed Lot 
5 of a quantity of landed property sold by auction on the 23rd of March 
of the present year. In the particulars of the sale Lot 4 was described as 
consisting of ‘‘four capital private houses, each with hall entrance, 
gardens, and outbuildings in the rear,’ and Lot 5 as “four timilar 
houses adjoining the last lot.’’ It appeared that the houses comprised 
in Lot 5 were not exactly similar to those comprised in Lot 4 in that they 
had no entrance-halls and had privies instead of water-closets. The plaintiff, 
who was the purchaser of Lot 5 at the price of £580, had before the sale 
examined Lot 4, but not Lot 5, and claimed to rely on the misdescription 
contained in the word ‘similar.’ The defendant replied that the auc- 
tioneer had at the auction corrected this misdescription by stating what 
the difference was between the houses in Lot 5 rg Lot 4; to which the 
plaintiff rejoined that the auctioneer had made no such statement, and 
if he bad, the plaintiff had not heard it. The conditions of sale, 
which were the common form of conditions used by the Birmingham 
Incorporated Law Society, included a condition that a misdescription 
should not be a ground for rescission of the contract, but only for com- 

neation. The summons asked for a declaration that the defendant was 

lable to pay compensation. Stirling, J., in chambers, ordered that the 
summons should be adjourned into court for the trial of the question of 
fact, and it was agreed between the parties that the trial should be treated 
as of an action for specific performance with compensation. 

Joycs, J.—Tbis is a summons under the Vendor and Purchaser Act, 
1874, by which the court has power to determine “any claim for com- 
pensation or any other question arising out of or connected with the con- 
tract.” I understand that it has been arranged before the Judge in 
Chambers that it should be treated as an action jor specific perform- 
ance with compensation. The contract was for the purchase of Lot 5, 
which was knocked down to the plaintiff at the auction, and was 
described in the particulars as ‘four similar houses,’ Lot 4 being 
described as ‘‘ four capital private houses, each with hallentrance, gardens, 
and outbuildings in the rear.” Whether the houses were similar or not, 
it is clear that they were not alike in all respects. The houses in Lot 5 had 
neither hall entrances nor water-closets, and the houses in Lot 4 had both. 
That seems to me a material difference affecting the value of the property. 
If it had not been so, I do not see why the defendant’s solicitor and auc- 
tioneer were so particular in asserting that the difference was stated at the 
sale. There was, therefore, by inadvertence or otherwise, a material 
misdescription in the contract. Now, I find as a fact that the auctioneer 
made a distinct statement as to the difference between Lot 5 and Lot 4, 
and gave that as a reason for the difference between the rents of the 
two lots, and that he made this statement not once only, but 
more than once. But I cannot say that the purchaser ee what 
was stated. That being so, the question is whether the circumstances 
are such as to render it inequitable that the contract should be specitically 
evforeed and the vendor ordered to make compensation. ‘The case of 
Manser v. Back (6 Ha 443) was cited to me, and I reserved judgment in 
order to consider it, because I thought it might not have been followed or 
not be law. Now I think that Manser v. Back is a distinct authority for 
the vendor to be let off his contract under these circumstances. 1 find 
that the case was cited with approval by Bagadllay, L.J., in Tamplin v. 
James (29 W. R. 311, 18 Ch. D. 217), and it is treated by all the text-books 
as good law, and, if I may say so, I entirely with them. The con- 
clusion to which I am compelled to come 1s that the vendor cannot be 
compelled to complete his contract. The case of Lett v. Randall (49 L. T. 
71), which was also cited, does not affect this case. The summons must 
be dismissed, but the defendant is not entitled to any costs. The contract 
will be rescinded, the deposit returned, and the purchaser must have the 
costs of investigation of title down to the time when the auctioneer’s 
statement was obtamed.—Connsat, Jolly; B. P. Hewitt. Soxrcrrors, 
Sharpe, Parker, Pritchards, ¢ Barham, for Lowe ¢ Jolly, Birmingham ; 
Preston, Stow, ¢ Preston, for Jacob Rowlands § Son, Birmingham. 

{Reported by J. F. Iseuix, Barrister-at-Law. } 





High Court—Queen’s Bench Division. 

Re THE MUNICIPAL ELECTIONS (CORRUPT AND ILLEGAL PRACTICES) 
ACT, 1884. Ax parte HUGHES. Div. Court, 23rd Nov. 
Exrcrion, Scnroo. Boanp—Canpipare Appriesine Mertines at Otve 
Paemisss were Inroxicatine Liquor was Sorp—INapveatrance— 

Rewrer. 
This was an application on behalf of the Rev. James Hughes, a 


| candidate for the School Board election for the division of West Lambeth, 
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for relief. The acts in respect of which relief was —— were the holding 
of two meetings at the Clapham Reform Club, St. Luke’s-road, Clapham, 
on the 7th and 9th inst., at one of which Mr. Hughes addressed the 
Clapham Women’s Liberal Association, and at the other the Executive 
Committee of the Liberal Association, and at which resolutions in favour 
of his candidature was passed. The 4 gem was curate-in-charge of 
St. Mark’s, Plumstead, a parish which was a considerable distance 
from Clapham, and in his affidavit he stated he had no previous 
acquaintance with the club, and did not know that it was 
illegal under the Act to hold meetings of this kind on premises upon 
any part of which mtoxicating liquors were served. During the meetings 
no such liquors were supplied. Notice had been given to the returning 
officer and to the other candidates, who were not opposing the application, 
whick had also been duly advertised in the Standard and the Daily 
News. [Danurnc, J.—The other candidates will have a very strong case 
if they choose to go on holding meetings in public-houses and clubs and 
apply for relief after the election is worl [Kennepy, J.—But they would 
have the benefit of the knowledge conveyed by these proceedings ] 
[Danunc, J.—They will know how indulgent we are. ] 

Tue Oovrt (Kennepy and Darure, JJ.) held that in this case an order 
relieving the candidate of the consequences of holding the meetings 
should be made, on the ground that the offence had been committed from 
inadvertence and in good faith.—CounsrL, Corrie Grant. So xicrrors, 
Radford § Frankland. 

[Reported by Exsxivz Rep, Barrister-at-Law.) 


ATTORNEY-GENERAL +. HAWKINS. Div. Court. 26th Nov. 


Rsvenvzs—Estate Dury—Poutcy or Lire Insurance—Serriep Prorgrty 
—Frvance Act, 1894 (57 & 58 Vicr. c. 50), ss. 1, 2, 3. 

Information by the Attorney-General against the defendant claiming 
estate duty on £69,000, which sum passed to the defendant in pursuance 
of a family arrangement on the death of his father under certain life 
policies effected on the latter’s life. The deceased, H. A. Hawkins, was 
the tenant for life, under three deeds, of certain estates, and the defendant, 
H. Hawkins, was tenant in tail in remainder. The deceased was indebted 
in several sums amounting to about £86,000 and had effected several 
mortgages on his life interest to secure payment of such debts and had also 
effected certain policies on his life by way of further security. In July, 1897, 
a family arrangement was entered into, and, in order to carry it out, 
a deed was executed by the deceased, the defendant and certain 
trustees. Under this arrangement the defendant executed a dis- 
entailing deed ; a sum of £70,000 was raised by way of mortgage on the 
estates to pay off incumbrances of the deceased to that amount,and a 
further £1,600 was provided from other sources ; the policies were assigned 
to the trustees, who were to receive all moneys (if any) which should 
during the life of the deceased become payable under any of the policies, 
and apply the same towards the discharge of the sum of £70,000; the 
deceased was out of the income of his life estate to pay the premiums on 
the policies and the interest on the mortgages; the residue of the income 
was to be paid as to two-thirds thereof to the deceased, and as to one-third 
to the defendant. Under this deed of resettlement the defendant only 
took an equity of redemption. The deceased died on the 10th of July, 
1898. After his death the trustees received all the moneys due under 
the policies and paid or accounted for the same to the defendant. 
The ee thereupon claimed estate duty on the sums paid on the said 
policies. Section 2 (1) (c) of the Finance Act, 1894, provides that property 
passing on death of the deceased in respect of which estate duty is 
payable under section 1 shall be deemed to include ‘‘ pro which 
would be required on the death of the deceased to be included in an 
account under section 38 of the Customs and Inland Revenue Act, 
1881, as amended by section 11 of the Customs and Inland Revenue 
Act, 1889, as if those sections were herein enacted and extended to real 

y as well as personal property, and the words ‘voluntary’ 
* voluntarily,’ and a reference to ‘ volunteer’ were omitted therefrom.” 
Section 2 (1) (d) provides that property passing on the death of the 
deceased includes ** any annuity or other interest purchased or provided 
by the deceased either by himself alone or in concert or by arrangement 
with any other person to the extent of the beneficial interest ing or 
arising by survivorship or otherwise on the death of the deceased.” For 
the Crown it was contended that the effect of the family arrangement was 
merely to substitute the policies for what was taken out of the family 
estates by the ges. It was not a bond fide purchase by the defendant 
of the policies, so that they became exempt by virtue of section 3 (1) from 
the payment of estate duty. That duty was therefore wry under 
section 2 (1) (¢) and (4). Attorney-General ¥. Dobree (48 W. R. 413; 1900, 
1Q@ B. 442) and Attorney-General v. Brown (79 L. T. 572) were cited. For 
the ree ent it was contended that the policies were exempt by virtue 
of section 3 (1): Fryer ¥. Morland (25 W. BR. 21,3 Ch. D. 675) and Lord 
Adewate +. Earl of Fife (11 Rettie 222). 

Taz Covet (Kexsevy and Putirmoxsz, JJ.) gave judgment for the 
Crown. The family arrangement of July, 1897, practically involved the 
inclusion in the settlement of the s arising on the policies, co- 
incidentally at least if not in substitution for the £70,000 re ted by 
the m« , which was taken out of the settlement. The deceased 

or provided an interest, the beneficial interest of which accrued 
om his death ; this was taxable under section 1 and section 2 (1) (d) of the 
Pimance Act, 1894. The policies had not been awigned to the defendant 
outright as in the Kari of Vife’s case, but had been brought into rettle- 
ment. There had been =f oy within section 4 (1). Judgment for 
the Crown —Covxert, Sir 2. B. Finlay, A.G., Bir E. Carson, 8.G., and 
Vaughan Hawkins; Haldane, OC., an J. F. H. Bethell, Sorscrrons, 
Meligitr to Inland Lecomus ; Langlois & Co. 
(Reporte! by E.G. Oriccwers, Barrister-at-Lew. | 








JAMES v. IVEMEY AND ANOTHER. Div. Court. 21st Nov. 


PaguiaMenTARY Exsection — Pemproxke Borovens — FREEHOLDERS OF 
Haversrorpwest—Rerorm Act, 1832, ss. 31, 33—ReEDIsTRIBUTION OF 
Szats Act, 1885, ss. 2, 17. 


Case stated by the revising barrister for the Borough of Pembroke and 
Haverfordwest, who had struck the name of the Lape a John James, 
off the list of freeholders entitled to vote for a Member of Parliament for 
the said borough. At a court held on the 10th of September, 1900, for the 
revision of the list of voters for the parish of St. Mary in Haverfordwest, 
the respondent W. C. Ivemey duly objected to the name of John James 
being retained in the Parliamentary list of voters for the borough in respect 
of any right reserved by sections 31 and 33 of the Reform Act, 1832. 
Before the ing of that Act the county and town of Haverferdwest 
returned a Member to Parliament, and this —- was not participated 
in by any contributory place, but by section 8 and Schedule E of that Act 
the towns of Fishguard and Narberth were given a share in the election of 
the member for Haverfordwest. By the same section and schedule certain 
places were given a share in the election of the member for the Borough 
of ‘Pembroke, at that time entirely distinct from Haverfordwest. By the 
Redistribution of Seats Act, 1885, a new borough was constituted, called 
the Borough of Pembroke and Haverfordwest and comprising the places 
till then included in the distinct constituencies of Pembroke aad of Haver- 
fordwest. Freeholders in the town and county of Haverfordwest had the 
right to vote in the election of a member for Haverfordwest before the 
passing of the Reform Act of 1832, and had continued to exercise that 
right without interruption or objection down to the present year. The 
appellant became a freeholder before the passing of the Redistribution of 
Seats Act, 1885, but several of the persons whose names appeared in the 
list had been admitted to vote as freeholders of the county since the Act 
had been passed. The question for the decision of the High Court was 
whether the revising barrister was right when he struck off the lists the 
name of the appellant and other freeholders. If the court answered the 
question in the negative then the names were to be restored to and inserted 
in the said lists respectively. 

Tue Covrt (Lord Atversrone, C.J., and Witts and Wricut, JJ.) 
upheld the decision of the revising barrister and dismissed the appeal. 

e freeholders of Haverfordwest, undoubtedly, after the passing of the 
Act of 1832 down to 1885 had been entitled to vote, but the Act of that 
year dealt with that privilege from the point of view of not preserving the 

rivilege any longer. The Act of 1885 provided that the new Borough of 

embroke should include the then Parliamentary Borough of Pembroke 
and the other places comprised in the area of the Haverfordwest district, 
and the effect of that legislation was to take the area of the Haverfordwest 
district and put it with the Borough of Pembroke. In other words, Haver- 
fordwest had been added to Pembroke, and not Pembroke to Haverford- 
west, and the right of the freeholders had disappeared. Appeal dismissed. 
—CovunseL, Dickens, Q O., and Lewis Coward ; Bray, Q.C., and Lushington. 
Souicrrors, Ayrton, Biscoe, § Barclay, for Baton, Evans, § Williams, Haver- 
fordwest ; Russell, Cooke, § Co. 


[Reported by Eesxinvz Rerp, Barrister-at-Law.! 


SAUNDERS v. WHITE (BIGGS, Claimant). Div. Court. 21st Nov. 


Bri or Save —Vauiprry—Foru—Tave Ownersuip—Two Grantors EACH 
Owninc Pants or THE OHATTELS COMPRISED IN THE BILL—BILLs or 
Sate Act (1878) Amenpmentr Act, 1882 (45 & 46 Vicr. c. 43), ss. 
5, 7, 9. 

Appeal from the decision of the judge of the Wandsworth County Court 
on an interpleader issue. The facts appear from the considered judgment 
of the court (Lord Atversrong, C.J., and Kennezpy, J.), delivered by 

Lord Atverstonre, C.J.—This is an appeal from the judge of the 
Wandsworth County Court, who has decided in favour of tne judgment 
creditor and against the claimants under a bill of sale. The bill of sale in 
question was dated the 3rd of May, 1900, and was made by Joseph Willium 
White, builder, and Emily, his wife, as grantors, and Samuel Thomas 
Biggs, a solicitor, as grantee, in consideration of the sum of £80 lent by 
Biggs to the two grantors. The security given was an assignment of 
furniture, some of which, on the evidence, is stated to have belonged to 
the husband, and some to the wife. ‘The bill of sale contained covenants 
by the husband and wife, and each of them, among other things, that 
they would punctually pay the principal, together with interest, by 
four equal monthly payments of £20 each, and contained certain 
other agreements which are not material. Lastly, it contained a 
proviso, in accordance witn the form of the Act of 1882, that the 
chattels should not be liable to seizure for any cause other than those 
specified by section 7. The county court judge decided in favour 
ot the execution creditor and against the claimant on three grounds 
—first, that the bill of sale was not in accordance with the form 

to the statute; secondly, that the graytors were not the 
true owners; and, thirdly, that the consideration was not truly stated. 

{His lordship then stated the reasons upon which the court differed from 

the county judge as to the statement of the consideration, and coatiiued : } 

The question, ante Yt which gto raised by the first two pointe is one of 

very great general importance, whether two persons who are not in partner- 

sbip and who are not jointly possessed of the goods, but each coemenee 

—_ of them, can join in givmg a bill of sale, and whether the bill of 
e #0 given is valid, having regard to the provisions of the statute. 

We are of opinion that the decision of the county court judge is right, 

and this bill of sale cannot be supported. The cases have decided that 

the bill of sale must be in substance or substantially in the form in the 
schedule, by which we understand that no ure is allowed from the 
form in the schedule, which is not merely verbal or immaterial, but which 
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substantially affects the rights and obligations purported to be given to 
and imposed upon the respective parties : see, among other cases, Ex parte 
Stanford (17 Q. B. D. 266), Kelly $ Co. v. Kellond (20 Q. B. D. 569). 
The question is whether a bill of sale given in form by two grantors who 
are not jointly interested in the , but are each owner of part, 
does depart in substance from the form given in the schedule We are 
of opinion that the county court judge was right in deciding that it did. 
The Bills of Sale Act, 1882, uses throughout the word ‘‘ grantor”? in the 
singular, and there is no definition of the word ‘* grantor.”’ According to 
the Interpretation Act, 1889, the singular would include the plural unless 
sthe contrary intention appears. In this case, however, we are of opinion 
that it is not possible to hold that the Legislature contemplated the bill of 
sale being given jointly by two independent persons. Among other 

unds it is necessary to consider the application of section 7. Tne form 
of the bill of sale given in the schedule provides that the chattels shall not 
be liable to seizure in any case other than those specified in section 7 of 
the Act of 1882. This proviso is, of course, of the substance of the matter. 
When we turn to the provisions of section 7, it is difficult, if not impossible, 
to see how they could be practically carried into effect in the case of two 
grantors independently interested. It would be necessary in that ca:e to 
read the word ‘‘ grantor’’ in sub-sections 1 to 5 sometimes as referring to 
one and sometimes including both, and sub-section 2, which gives as one of 
the causes for taking possession ‘‘if the grantor shall become bankrupt,”’ 
would be in many cases wholly incapable of application, and the argument 
that any such difficulty might be met by the provis> does not seem 
to us any answer to the substantial objection which could be raised. 
Further, as was pointed out in the course of the argument, any other view 
might give rise to serious difficulties under section 12. That section 
prohibits the granting of a bill of sale for less than £30. If a bill of sale 
given by two persons in“the position of these grantors is good, several 
persons, each poseessed of goods, might join together to obtain a loan of 
small sums amounting in the aggregate to over £30. It was suggested in 
argument that the opinion of Lord Esher as Master of the Rolls in Melville 
Stringer (at p. 399 of 13 Q. B. D.) conflicted with this view, and no doubt 
the language there used does support the view that persons might agree to 
join together to borrow or lend a sum of money. But the point was not 
necessary for the decision of that case, and no opinion to the same effect 
was expressed either by Lord Justice Bowen or Lord Justice Fry. We are 
not, of course, expressing any opinion as to what might be the effect of a 
bill of sale given by partners, but for the reasons we have given we are of 
opinion that the bill of sale given in this case was invalid, and the decision 
of the county court judge should be affirmed.—CovnssEL, Mattinson, Q C., 
and Firminger ; Duke, Q.C., and Atkin. Soxicrrors, Biggs, Roche, Sawyer, 
$ Co.; Willets § Sandford. 

[Reported by T, R. C. Dixit, Barrister-at-Law. | 


PHILLIPS AND OTHERS v. ALHAMBRA PALACE CO. Div. Court. 
13th Nov. 


Contract—PartNersHirp—Prrson ContTrRacTING wiTtH PartNers—DsgaTH 
or OnE or THE PAartNers—RicuHt To Enrorce Conrract AGAINST SUR- 
VIVING PARTNERS. 

Appeal by the defendants from the judgment of the Kingston-upon- 
Hull County Court. The action was brought by the plaintiffs, four music- 
hall artists, to recover a sum equivalent to two weeks’ salary, or for 
damages for breach of contract. In December, 1897, the plaintiffs 
entered into a contract with the defendants (the Alhambra Palace 
Co.) to perform at their music-hall for two periods of a fortnight 
each, commencing on the 8th of August, 1898, and on the 28th of 
October, 1899, respectively. The defendant company consisted of three 
members, and in December, 1897, one of the members died. The 
business was carried on by the other two partners with a view to 
winding it up. The agreement for the first period of two weeks was 
carried out and the plaintiffs were paid for their services in respect of 
that. Before October, 1899, the hall in which the defendants carried on 
the performances was sold by mortgagees under a power of sale in the 
mortgage, and the business was wound up and ceased to be curried on. 
The plaintiffs’ engagement was to be at an end if any ‘unforeseen 
calamity ’’ prevented its being carried out. The hall having been sold and 
the business wound up before the time fixed for the second 
performance of the plaimtiffs, the plaintiffs subsequently brought 
the present action claiming payment for the performance which they 
had been prevented from giving. The judge ve judgment for 
the plaintiffs, and the defendants a ed. For tne defendants 
two points were taken—first, that the selling of the hall by the mort- 
gagevs under their power of sale in the mortgage was an ‘‘ unforeseen 
calamity ’’ within the meanivg of the terms of the contract, and that, 
therefore, the engagement was at an end; and, secondly, that the contract 
having been made with the three partners, was put an end to by the death 
of one of the partners: Tasker v. Shepherd (6 H. & N. 575), Rodson v. 
Drummond (2 B. & Ad. 303). For the plaintiffs it was contended that the 
sale of the hall by the mortgagees under their power of sale was not an 
“unforeseen calamity ’’ contemplated by the contract ; and, secondly, that 
the contract not beivg «a contract for personal service, was not put an end 
to by the death of one ot the ners, more especially as there was no 
evidence that the plaintiffs knew who the partners were at the time of 
making the contract: Scarf v. Jardme (30 W. R. 893, 7 App. Cas, 345). 

te Covrr (Lord A:vexsronn, C J., and Kennepy, J.) dismissed the 
appeal. 

Lord Arvexsrons, O.J.—l'his case is not free from difficulty, and in 
dealing with it we have first to consider what principle of law applies 
and then the application of that principle to the facts.. It has been argued 


that either the contract came to an end by the death of one of the parties 





aud therefore that no action can 


an “ unforeseen culamity ’ 
regard to the latter point I do an 
mortgagee under a power of sale comes under the words “‘ unforeseen 
calamity,” and the contract was therefi an 
interference. We therefore have to deal with the second point, which is 
one of considerable difficulty—whether the death of one of the 
an end to the engagement altogether. I think that the principle of law is 
that you have to see what the obligation sought to be iormed is and 
how far it depends on the personal conduct of the person. 
I think the cases cited for the appellants bring out that distinction. 
In Tasker v. Shepherd and Robson v. Drummond the personal element, 
or, as Lord Tenterden in the latter case called it, “the 
confidence,’’ came in. If, on the other hand, the contract is one 
which has no relation to the personal action of the 
who has died, then I see no reason why the same principle should apply 
or why the contract should be at an end on the death of one of the 
partners. The plaintiffs in this case did not in any way rely on the 
pereonal character of the partners, who were unknown to them. I come 
to the conclusion that these two defendants by their agreement became 
liable to employ the plaintiffs, notwithstanding the death of one of the 
partners, I think this contract can be enforced against the two 
remainiog partners. 

Kennepy, J., concurred.—Covunsg., Cautley ; Trevor White. Soricrrors, 
Collyer-Bristow & Co., for J. J. Underwood, Hull; J. M. Rutter, Bolton. 


(Reported by Sir Suzerstow Baxen, Bart., Barrister-at-Law.! 
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Bankruptcy Cases. 


Re CLEMENTS. Ex parte CLEMENTS. Wright and Phillimore, JJ. 
19th Nov. 


Banxruprcy—Banxrvurtcy Notice issugp sy Trustee iN BANKRUPTCY oF 
JupcmMent Creprror—‘* Person LED TO Enronrce A Frvat Jvupe- 
MENT ’?—Banxrvuptcy Act, 1883 (46 & 47 Vicr. c. 52), s. 4, suB-secTion 
1 (c)—Banxrurtcy Act, 1890 (53 & 54 Vicr. c. 71), s. 1—R. 8. C. XVI. 
4; XLII. 23. 

Tais was au appeal from a deci-ion of the registrar of the county court 
at Croydon refusing to set aside a bankruptcy notice. On the 6th of July, 
1899, a firm called Spencer & Co. signed judgment against Clements, the 
appellant, fora sum of about £900. The appellant paid off part of the 
debt, leaving about £400 due — the judgment. Spencer & Oo. sub- 
sequently became bankrupt, and F. W. Davis was appointed trustee in the 
bankruptcy. On the 13th of April, 1900, Davis obtained an order in the 
action of Spencer ¢ Co. v. Clements under ord. 17, r. 4, ** That F. W. Davis, the 
trastee of the estate of the above-named plaintiffs (Spencer & Co.), be joined 
as a party, and that all further p' i be carried on between the 
added party and the defendant.’’ On the 23rd of April, 1900, Davis 
issued and served a bankruptcy notice upon Clements, founded upon the 
judgment in Spencer ¢ Co. v. Clements. An application was thereupon 

by Clements to the registrar of the county court at Kingston to set 
aside the bankruptcy notice as irregular, on the ground that Davis, not 
having obtained an order under ord. 42, r. 23, declaring that he was 
entitled to issue execation upon the judgment in Spencer ¢ Co, v. Clements, 

was not “a person entitled to enforce a tinal judgment”’ witnin section 1 

of the Bankruptcy Act, 1890, and had no power to issue a bankruptcy 

notice. The registrar refused to set aside the bankruptcy notice. 

Clements appealed. ; 
Wauicut, J., beld that the bankruptcy notice must be set aside. Prior 

t» the Act of 1890 the trustee in b ptcy of a judgment creditor could 

not have issued a bankruptcy notice founded upoa a judgment obtained 

by the bankrupt. By sub-section 4 of section 1 of the Act of 1885 no one 

but “ta creditor’? who had ‘obtained a final judgment could issue a 

bankruptcy notice thereon. By section 1 of the Act of 1890 the law was 

changed, and it was enacted that “Any person who is for the time being 
entitled to enforce a final judgment shall be deemed a creditor who 
has obtained a final judgment within the meaning of section 4 of 
the principal Act.’’ This enactment can only apply to persons who have 
taken all the steps that are necessary to enable them to enforce their 
judgments, and one of the steps they must take is to obtain an order 
under ord. 42, r. 23, dec their right to issue execution. The respon- 
dent Davis had not taken this step and put himself in a position to issue 

execution. He could not, therefore, issue a bankr notice. A) 

allowed.—Covunssi, Willoughby Williams ; Reed, Q.O., and Frank . 

Souicrrors, Herbert Reeves ¢ Co. ; Lindus ¢ Horton, 

[Reported by P. M. Faaxcxs, Barrister-at-Law.! 








‘“When the late Lord Chief Justice,” says the Westminster Gesetie, “ was 
contesting South Hackney, a constituent, in the course of his canvass, asked 
Sir Charles what the penalty was for bigamy. ‘Two mothers-in-law,’ 
retorted the famous lawyer.” 

A tale is told, says the @lode, of a prisoner who was acoused of shoplifting, 
and was acquitted on the of insanity. The ground on which the judg- 
ment was ain Gane ee witness “whee Apes bog 
the prisoner “ i on parapet.” “* ” sal 
“would better shew the state of = woman's mind than that 
ascended in broad daylight to the of i 
ferocious beasts? In pape) a a every Northman will see, had 
been sden shaking carpets on a 
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LAW SOCIETIES. 
GENERAL COUNCIL OF THE BAR 


Report re the proportion of the fees of junior counsel to those of their 
leaders in civil proceedings. 

The General Council of the Bar have had under their consideration the 
following question contained in a letter of the Incorporated Law Society, 
dated the 25th of July, 1899, viz.: ‘‘ Whether a junior barrister accepting a 
fee less than two-thirds to three-fifths of the fee marked on his leader’s brief 
is guilty of a breach of rule or professional etiquette of the bar, and if so, 
when such rule or etiquette came into operation?” The question of the 
proportion which the fee marked on the junior’s brief ought to bear 
to the fee marked on his leader’s brief was brought before the Bar 
Committee in December, 1888, on a communication from the Incor- 
porated Law Society, and at a meeting of the Bar Committee held 
on the 22nd of January, 1889, the following resolution was passed: 
** That by long settled practice the amount of the fee on the junior's brief 
should bear a certain proportion to that marked upon the brief of the leader, 
and that proportion has been understood to be from two-thirds to three- 
fifths.”” The above resolution was communicated to the Incorporated Law 
Society on the 25th of January, 1889. In the meantime a copy of the 
In Law Society’s letter had been sent to the Attorney-General 
(Sir R. Webster) by the hon. secretary of the Bar Committee; and on the 
27th of December, 1888, the Attorney-General wrote to the secretary of the 
Incorporated Law Society a letter, in which he states: “There has un- 
doubtedly been for a great many years a recogni usage or practice in the 
profession that the fee on the junior’s brief should bear a certain proportion 
to the fee marked on the brief of the leader, and that proportion has been 
understood to be from two-thirds to three-fifths. It is, however, in my 
opinion, right to add that I have never understood that there was 
@ hard-and-fast rule upon the subject, or that any junior accepting a 
lower fee was guilty of any breach of professional etiquette, and 
in cases in which it has been n for any reason to give the 
leading counsel an unusually high fee, I am not aware of any case 
in which the janior has insisted upon the same proportion.” On 
the 27th of March, 1889, a further communication was addressed by the 

Law Society to the Bar Committee upon the subject, and on 
the 9th May, 1890, the Bar Committee resolved: “That by long settled 
practice the fees on the briefs of leader and junior respectively stand to one 
another in the proportion of three to two, or five to three, and we think 
that such a tive is reasonable and works satisfactorily. There is, how- 
ever, no rigid rule on the subject. A junior is entitled to refuse a brief 
which is not marked in this proportion, but he is not bound to do so, and 
he may accept a brief marked in smaller proportion without any breach of 
professional etiquette, and a leader may, without any breach of 

i etiquette, accept a brief the fee on which does not exceed that 

on the brief of his junior in this proportion.’ On the 13th of May, 1890, a 
reply was sent to the Incorporated Law Society in which the Bar Committee 
adhered to the opinion previously expressed by them “as to the proportion 
between the fees of couusel engaged in the same case.’ The North-Eastern 
Circuit has a written rule requiring the fee on the junior’s brief to bear the 
abo ve-mentioned proportion to his leader’s fee, and a practice to the same 
effect is observed on other circuits. Apart, however, from circuit regulations, 
the Council consider that the practice of the profession may be stated as 
follows: That by long-established and well-settled custom a junior is 
entitled to a fee of from three-fifths to two-thirds of his leader’s fee, and 
although there is no rigid rule of professional etiquette which prevents 
him from sccepting 4 brief marked with a fee bearing a less propor- 
tiom to his leader's fee, it is in accordance with the practice of the 
profession thet he should refuse to do so in the absence of spocial cir- 
i the particular case, and that he should be sup- 

his ex in such action. The Counci] consider that this 

is reasonable and works satisfactorily, and ought to be maintaived. 
Council have also had before them the following questions raised in a 
memorial signed by 4 number of the leading common law juniors. Some of 
the questions s0 raised were also asked by individual barristers with refer- 
ence toa ific case; but the Council thought it better to deal with the 
questions in their general form rather than with reference to the particular 
case, and they have answered the questions as follows: Question 1.—Is it 
not the long established and reasonable practice of the bar that in alli 
one janior counsel’s brief fee should be two-thirds or three- 
fifths of his leader's brief fee ?—Answer.—Yeos. Question 2.—Does the fact 
that a ‘ leader makes it his practice to require any, and if so, what 
wisimam brief fee, constitute cases in which he is briefed exceptions to 
this ?—Anmweer.—Not in itself. Question 3.—Where “by drawing 
or advising or accepting « brief during the progress of an action 

om behalf of any party,’ « counsel has within retainer rule 20, 
become “entitled to « brief at the trial or on any interlocutory 
where counsel is engaged,” and where a brief is offered 
ered to any other counsel, and he finds that there bas been 
Olere’ or delivered to the cvunsel entitled as above « brief marked with « fee 
i= net py to the leading brief {ce leas than two to three or three to 
five, that it has been refused on that ground only, is such other counsel 
entitled regard such facts as a satisfactory szplanation why « brief has not 
been delivered to the cwunsel #0 entitled to a brief? This question relates to 
the meaning of the following retainer rule and resolution of the Bar Council 
—Retaines Lule 20: “ Connsel who hes drawn pleadings or advised, or 
— & brief, during the progress of an action on behalf of any party 
BA sete & retainer or wriel from any aed ig without giving the 

for whom he bas drawn pleadings or advised, or on whowe behail he 
& brict, the vpportauity of raining or delivering « brief to 
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such counsel is entitled to brief at the trial, and on any inter- | of the 





locutory application where counsel is unless express notice to the 
prscreel shall have been given to him with the instructious to draw such 
pleadings or advice, or at the time of the delivery of such brief. Provided 
always such counsel shall not be entitled to a brief in any case where he is 
unable or unwilling to accept the same without receiving a special fee. 
Resolution of the Bar Council (May, 1897)—Annual Statemont, 1897-8; 
W. N. (97) 183: “ When a brief is offered or delivered to any counsel, and 
he finds that another counsel has become entitled to a brief within the mean- 
ing of rule 14 or 20, and has not been briefed, such first-named counsel 
ought, where practicable, to ascertain from the solicitor offering or delivering 
such brief whether there is any sufficient explanation why a brief has not 
been offered or delivered to such other counsel, and unless a satisfactory 
explanation is given ought to refuse or return the brief.” That snck practice 
be henceforth considered a rule of the profession.—Answer.—In the opinion 
of the Council the facts referred to in the question are not in themselves a 
satisfactory explanation within the meaning of the above rules. (Question 4.— 
Are there any, and if so, what circumstances under which a counsel is under 
a professional obligation to refuse a brief, the fee on which stands to the 
leader’s brief fee in a proportion less than that of two to three or three 
to five ?—Answer.—The Council think that they have already sufficiently 
answered this question. : 


INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY OF LIVERPOOL, 


The annual meeting of this society was held on Wednesday. ] 

The Paestpest (Mr. W. A. Weightman) delivered an address, in the 
course of which he said: At the close of another year which, if not specially 
remarkable in the history of the society, is at least noteworthy as being also 
the close of the century, we may fairly congratulate one another on the 
continued prosperity of our society. Lhe number of its members—about 
400—shews that it is well supported by the members of the profession in 
this district. In addition to this large body of members, the library offers 
conveniences to barristers and other non-members who subscribe to 
it to the number of 54. The society has for many years recog- 
nised the responsibilities of its members to do all that lies in their 
power to provide facilities for the proper instruction of their articled 
clerks, and so to supplement the practical training which they receive 
in the office. A most important step towards this end was accom- 
plished when the Chair of Law at University Cullege was endowed, and the 
Board of Legal Studies was established ; and at the present time we can, 
I think, claim that legal education in Liverpool has been placed on a fairly 
satisfactory footing. The report recently issued by the Board of Legal 
Studies shews tat the number of students on its register last session was 
65—a pumber which 1s satisfactory, though not so large as it might be con- 
sidering the number of articled clerks under the care of members of this society. 
After discussing the Companies Act, 1900, and the Prevention of Corrup- 
tion Bill the President referred at some length to the report of the Special 
Committee of the Law Society of the United Kingdom which was appointed 
to inquire into the best means of protecting solicitors and the public against 
such malpractices as were disclosed in the early part of the year. Through- 
out the discussions of the committee, he said, it was apparent that a large 
section of the profession in London was greatly impressed by the disclosures 
which had been made, and believed that they threa ened serious interference 
with business. Those who held this view were accordingly anxious to make 
stringent recommendations as to the mode of conducting business, in order 
to allay agitation und to preserve the confidence of the public which they 
believed to have been rudely disturbed. ‘The committee had no difficulty 
in agreeing to its first recommendation, which has reference to the strength- 
ening ofthe criminal law. On the next question considered by the Special 
Committee —namely, what action should be taken by the United Kingdom 
Society in cases where solicitors have apparently committed a criminal 
offence, there was considerably greater difficulty in coming to a decision. 
It will probably occur to you, as it did to many members of the Special 
Committee, that it is, or at least, ought to be, the duty of the Director of 
Public Prosecutions to take criminal proceedings im all such cases. Yet it 
wae generally felt that for the protection of the profession as well as the public 
the punishment of guilty solicitors ought to be ensured. Accordingly, the com- 
mittee recommended «hat the Provincial Law Societies and all members of the 

rofession should be requested ¢o bring to the notive of the Couacil of the 
Bnited Kingdom Society all cases in which it is responsibly alleged that a 
solicitor has misappropriated moneys or securities entrusted to him as a solicitor 
or 4 trustee ; and that the Council, if satistied that the case is a proper une, 
should take action, either by communicating with the Public Prosecutor, or 
by assisting the aggrieved party at the expense of the society, or by the 
society itself prosecuting at its own expense. It may be urged that under 
no circumstances is it the duty of a society composed of solicitors to 
prosegute members of its own body under the ordinary criminal law of the 
country ; and it is not difficult to imagine cases in which it would be very 
undesirable that such an invidious task should be cast upon it. But m 
practice 1 believe the recommendation will have a ggod effect. It will 
strengthen the action of the Public Prosecutor, and it will convince men 
who are under temptation to commit a criminal offence that prosecution 
may be counted upon as certain, and so act as a more certain deterrent than 
any which now existe. Another recommendation of the committee had 
reference to the action which should be taken by the United Kiogdom 
Society when « solicitor who is bankrupt applies for a fresh certificate. 1t 
is is now the practice of the society to refuse a cortificate to sach # person, 
leaving him to his right of appeal to the Master of the Rolls or the oourt. 
The committee oxprossed approval of this practice, and recommended that 
it should be extended to cases of registered doods of arrangomont or assign- 
ment for the beustit uf creditors. Un thiy question alev | believe the view 
in Liverpool is not unanimously in favour of the report; 
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but it will, I hope, be found to have a salutary effect, and to work 
without undue harshness. The report of the Special Committee con- 
tained various recommendations on the subject of accounts, and pointed 
out the importance of keeping clients’ money separate from the money of 
the solicitor himself, These recommendations are summarized in the 
report of your committee. No means of enforcing the recommendations 
is suggested; but it must be remembered that the effect of a representative 
committee of solicitors having made such recommendations will not be 
without its effect, should a court, either civil or criminal, be called upon to 
investigate a case in which the precautions recommended have been neglected. 
It is I believe beyond question that a solicitor should not mix his own 
money with those of his clients, except where this is unavoidable, and then 
he should be careful to separate them as soon as it is practicable to do so; 
and if the recommendations of the Special Committee make more universal 
the practice of keeping the money of clients in a separate account at the 
solicitor’s bank; or in some other way of distingnishing it from his own 
money, so that it shall not be possible for him to use the money of 
a client without knowing that he is guilty of misappropriation, then 
they will do good and help to prevent ruin to solicitors and loss to clients. 
Gentlemen, I have dealt with this matter at some length, because we cannot 
too often be reminded of the precautions we are bound to take in the interests 
of our clients, ourselves, and the profession at large ; and on account of the 
importance of preventing the fair fame of our profession being beemirched 
by scandals such as recent disclosures must convince us are actually taking 
place. The work of the Special Committee will, I trust, prove to be of use to 
the profession. not only as regards the recommendations which they made, 
but also as regards the menner in which they dealt with a number of pro- 
posals which were brought forward with the object of creating some 
system of insurance or guarantee, by which clients, robbed through the 
fraud of their solicitor, should be indemnified against loss. It was 
a factor in all these schemes that the insurance or guarantee fund 
should be provided at the cost either of all practising solicitors or 
of all who should be willing to join. In either case the honest 
practitioners were to find the money for idemnifying the victims of their 
dishonest brethren, All the schemes proposed seemed to me to be unfair to 
the former class, and to be positively harmful because they would induce the 
client to repose unlimited confidence in a man unworthy of it, for even if 
loss to the client should result, he would know that he could obtain 
indemnity from the prefession at large. The tendency, therefore, would be 
towards a relaxation of those precautions on the part of the client to which 
no honest solicitor ought to object, and which are the surest protection 
against the solicitor whose want of principle or weakness lays him open to 
temptation. It is, I think, not out of place to refer to this subject, for the 
proposals for insurance were made in all seriousness, and were pressed upon 
the committee; and it is quite possible that more will be heard of them in 
the near fututre. ‘The President concluded by moving the adoption of the 
report and balance-sheet. 4 

r. A. S. Marner (vice-president) seconded, and the report and balance- 
sheet were adopted. 

Mr. J. E. Gray Hit, in proposing a vote of thanks to the president, 
thought the recent scandals as to certain members of the profession were a 
serious warning to one and all to keep the honour of the profession bright. 
It should be a warning especially to the younger members to avoid any- 
thing in the nature of speculation, whether it be in stocks, building, or any- 
thing which might lead them into such temptation and ultimately bring about 
their downfall. He was of opinion that it would be impracticable for the 
Incorporated Law Society to undertake the prosecution of defaulting 
solicitors. That was the duty of the Public Prosecutor, and the duty of 
the Law Society was to assist the Public Prosecutor with any information 
with any information they possessed. 

Mr. J. Cameron seconded, and the resolution was passed. 

Mr. A. F, Wann, M.P., proposed a vote of thanks to the officers and 
committee, He expressed his keen interest in the society, and his earnest 
desire to assist in Parliament in the promotion of any measure cilculated to 
promote the welfare of the profossion as a whole. It was his earnest hope 
that they would not shirk their duty in regard to the amending of the law 
which would be required in order to make a criminal offence exist om the 
part of solicitors where there was no direction in writing. 

Mr. J. Grapwsut seconded, and the resolutlon was cordially passed. 

Eleven gentlemen were nominated for the nine vacancies on the committee, 
and a ballot resulted in the election of the following: Kesers, A. J. Cleaver, 
F, Gregory, J. P. M’Kenna, W. A. Weightman, F. Dun, G@. Hime, F. M. 
Hull, R. G. Teebay, and W. C. Thorne. Nine new members of the society 
were elected. 


THE INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY OF IRELAND. 

The half-yearly general moeting of this society was held on Monday. 
Mr. Richard 8S. Reeves, president of the society, presiding. 

The Presipent, in moving the adoption of the report of the Council of 
the society, referred, among other things, to private Bill legislation. They 
were always in accord with that. There was no doubt that inquiries in 
respect of local improvements should be conducted in Ireland, Enormous 
ae was involved in sending over witnesses to London, where large fees 

to be paid to counsel. Witnesses could be examined much easier here 
than in London. ‘To have this romedied they were to wait till after the 
Local Government Bill was passed, and now that that Bill had become law it 
was hoped that the Government would take up this matter and give them 
power to examine witnosses here instead of ptm, A them to London. The 


next matter he dosired to montion was the extrome kindness Sir William 
Findlator had always evinced towards the society. Sir William had given 
£1,000 to found a scholarship, and that sum he had now hand ly inoreased 
to £2,000, 





Mr. V. B. Dron seconded the motion for the adoption of the report. 

Mr. Gzocurcan said he thought the report was one of which they could 
be proud. 

Mr. Harken thought the Council should make some effort to bring about 
an arran ent, so as to prevent the scandal of having a thousand men, who 
were professional men, having no power whatsoever in the society, owing to 
it being necessary to pay a guinea to qualify for membership. _ 

Mr. Ws. Fry, jun., said that, as to the i that the society should 
be thrown open to every member of the p the society must be 
maintained and officered. There were necessary expenses, and one guinea 
was not an extravagant fee where the work was so well done. 

The report was adopted 


Mr. Sranvext moved: “That in the opinion of the rated Law 
Society of Ireland there is urgent necessity for the reform of Private Bill 
Procedure, and that inquiries of a local nature should be condi in 


Ireland.” 

Mr. Drx seconded the motion. 

The resolution was passed unanimously. ta 

A hearty vote of thanks was passed to Mr, Reeves for his conduct in th 
chair, and also for his great services to the society during his term of office. 


UNITED LAW SOCIETY. 

Nov. 19.—Mr. R. CO. Nesbitt in the chair.—Mr. J. W. Weigall moved : 
‘That the Court of Appeal’s decision in the case of Cowley v. Cowley 
wrovg.”’ Mr. 8. Davey ere Toere also spoke Messrs. T. M. 
Guedalla, C. H. Hicks, N. Tebbutt, P. B. Walmsley, W. 8. Sherrington 
C. A. Hopkinson, and W. E. Dobson. The motion was lost. 


Nov. 26.—Mr. R. C. Nesbitt in the chair.—Mr. F. M. Guedalla moved : 
“That the present state of the Licensing Laws calls for immediate reform 








LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 
INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 
INTERMEDIATE EXAMINATION. 


The following candidates (whose names are in alphabetical order) were 
successful at the Intermediate Examination held on the 7th of November, 
1900: 

Adkins, Henry Francis Eliot, Cecil Ffolliott 

Aitken, James Henry Sutherland Ellis, Harry Trevor 

Alderson, Reginald Liddon Emerson, Septimus John Henry, 
Anderson, Walter Annand B.A. (Camb ) 

Ashworth, Thomas Emmet, Edward Fletcher 

Avison, Edward Johnson abe, Sve Rowland 
Bailey, Edward Millear Evans, Taynton, B.A. (Oxon.) 


Baker, George Alfred, B.A. (Lond.) Excell, George 
Baker, Percy Thomas, M.A. (Oxon.) Fellows, Lionel Edward, B.A. 


Balshaw, William Mellor ( -) 

Barnett, John Marshall Findlay, Alexander Wynaud, B.A. 
Barron, George (Lond.) 

Barrs, Harwood Florendine, Come Se 

Bartlett, John Reginald Quekett Foord-Keloey, Beverly 
Barton, Basil Kelsey Foot, Isaac 


Beal, Edmund John Richard 


Beavan, Charles Henry Fraser, Robert 

Benedictus, Joel Henry Fraser, Rod Percy 

Bentley, Alfred Hardy , John Henry 

Biss, Ivan Edward 

Black, Barnard Gilcarist, Fitzmaurice 

Blackmore, Louis Augustine Giles, Arthur Crawley 

Brewis, Percy Jasper Frank Gianvil 

Brocklehurst, Edward Howard, B.A. Marcus 
Camb.) Godfrey, Jesse William 

Buller, Herbert Edward Frank 

Burrows, Roland Goodman, Alfred Norman Felix 

Camm, Wilham Charles Gray, J 










Clementson, George Douglas 
Coales, Stephen James Harvey, Lewis 
Collard, Do Argles Hawkins, John Soott Caesar, B.A. 
Collings, and Marcus (Oxon. ) 
Oost Os tenope ‘Sonen Saeee. Joseph ‘ 
, Christopher Bowman 
Cran, Cosmo James Rose Holford, Burm 
Crow, Richard Paver he, 
Dauncey, Legh Richmond H John Fayrer 
a Titus Smalley, Howard, Sydney Badger, B.A. 
A. ( . 
Duggan, Thomas Foster Hunt, Anthony, BA. 


(Gamb ) 


| Kaves, Bertram Henry 
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: , George William Grice Ramsbottom, John Hargreaves 
Hutchinson, Miles William Rawlins, Howard St. George 

Indermaur, Lancelot, B.A. (Camb.) Read, Charles Henry 

Ingledew, Norman Murray Reed, Samuel David 

Jemmett, George Elwick Rees, Aneurin Arthur 

Jones, Harold I’ Anson Roberts, James 

Jones, William James Wallis Roberts, William Smith 

Keeling, Gilbert Russell Wilson Robertson, Herbert Ernest 

Kilner, Josiah Cornelius Hugo Roller, Hugh Frank Alexander 

Kimpton, William Harold Rothery, Joseph Newton 

Kirk, Archibald Ridgway Rowland, Cyril Malcolm Spenser, 

Smith, Wilfred Harold Humphries _ B.A. (Oxon ) 


Langley Rowlatt, Henry Napier 
Lawford, Charles Aikin Sant, Edward, B.A. (Oxon.) 
Lawson, Joseph Percy Saxelbye, Harry Leicester 
Leggatt, Arthur Seabroke, Claude 
Lemon, Harold Sergeant, Edward Guthlac 


Lewin, Frederick Ellerker, B.A. Sergeant, Henry Finney 


(Oxon.) Sheers, Toomas Angrave Homer 
Lewthwaite, Arthur Thewlis Sidgwick, Reginald Mears 
Lockey, Robert Sitzler, George Christian, B.A. 


Lodder, George Frederick (Oxon.) 

Lovelace, Arthur James. Slater, Henry James 

McCreath, Henry Gourlay Crichton Slater, John Cyrus 

Macfadzean, Norman Howard Smith, William Francis 
Stanley Spanton, Arthur Pechey 

Malet, Edward St. Lo., B.A. (Camb.) Sparkes, Reginald Brabant 

Maline, Wyndham Howard, B.A. Speechley, Henry James 


(Camb. ) Stacey, James Oliver 
Mallinson, James Elliott, M.A. Steele, Ernest Anderton 
(Camb.) Stiling, William Henry Chedzey 
Marshall, Reginald Henry Stoddard, Walter Henry 
Massey, William Storey, James Rowland 


Sturgess, James Henry 
Swaliow, Francis Henry 
Swift, William Gilbert 
Tee, Clarence Wilfred 
Thomas, George 


Moggridge, Herbert 
Morling, William Pemberton 
Moulton, John Isaac Thomas, William Bruce 
Munroe, Kenneth Thompson, Barry Cort, B.A. (Camb.) 
Newington, Herbert Archer Hayes, Thorne, William Huxtable 

B.A. (Camb. Tradgett, Richard Harold 


Newton, Wilfrid Maister Twige, Ernest Jackson 
Nickinson, Jesse Alian Tyler, Frederick John 
Norns, Edward Wallace Underwood, Arthur 
Ogley, Thomas Vinall, Philip Henry 


Openshaw, John Le Clerc 
Ormrod, Oliver Fray 
Palmer, Herbert Richard 
Palmer, Joseph Walter Ward, Arthur Harold 
Parker, Joseph Wilkins Ward, Sidney 
arkin, Inglewood Urban, B.A. Wi ebb, Edward Sidney Francis 
(Oxon.) Welford, Frederick 
aoe John Samuel Whitfield, Harold Arthur 
Parsons, Henry Alexander Whitfield, Henry 
Parsons, Kenneth Templeton Jerrard, Whitley, George, B.A. (Camb.) 
B.A. (Oxon.) Williams, George Clark, B.A. 
Paul, Stanley Evan, B.A. (Oxon.) (Lond.} 
Peacock, Herbert Henry Williams, John Bichard 
Pearce, Mayburne McGregor Williams, Mervyn Granville 
Pine, Percival William Willis, Arthur 
Potter, James Francis Wilmot, Douglas Alfred Theodore 
Pownall, Walter Herbert Wolter, Percy Edwin 
Priestley, Wilfred Wood, Howard Kingsley 
Prior, John Cromwell Cosens Woolley, George Jobn 


Walley, Archibald Frederick 
Walker, Thomas Henry, B.A. 
(Uxon.) 





Fisat Examination. 

The following candidates (whow: names are in alphabetical order) were | 
successful at the Final Examination held on 5th and 6th November, 1900: | 
Adams, Stanley Alfred Cobb, Kenneth Rhodes, B.A. (Oxon.) 
Anderson, Wilfred John, BA. Cochrane, Alfred C Snolmley, B.A. 

Oxon.) Camb.) 
Armitage, Francis Cecil Cockshutt, Joseph 
Barker, Harold Kenneth Cole, Cl lement 
Barker, Leonard Edward Crossman Cooper, John Campbell 
Barrington, Walter Bernard Louis Cooper, Thomas 
Bazlis, George, M.A. (Camb ) 





Cooper-King, Wallace Graham 
Birch, Artuur Lyle, B.A. (Oxon.) Hozier 
Bishop, Tom Bennett Cozens, Edgar 
Bonsor, Thomas Islip Crompton, Percival Mason 
Pright, Gecffrey Lindcep Cross, William Arthur 
Brookes, Thomas Cannon, B.A. Cutler, Gerald Waring 
(Cerad.) Dampney, George William 
Brovks, George Vertic Davies, Laniel John 
Browne, Cecil Murray Davies, Evan Edward 
Bryan, Guy Wyndham Denyer, Cyril Aston 
Jatnes Havel, B A. (Oxon., Donahoo, Malcolmsn Gardiner, 


Calott, Mowbray Verkeley B.A. (Camb 

Clarke, Eric Duke, Douglas St. Jobn 

Clarkson, Arthur George KAwards, Herbert William 

Clone, Yawyn Ttomas, LL.B. Miison, bidney Frederick 
(Lond) 


Evans, Cecil Wilfrid 





Farmer, Frank Morley, LLB. Moffrey, Ernest Charles 
hs Morris, William George Wingate 
Newington, Norman George 
Edward Charles, B.A. Newsham, David 
Camb.) Nicholson, Joseph Arthur 
Gambrill, John William Orwin, Thomas Parker 
Goadby, Frederick Maurice, B.A. Osborne, Henry Mackreth 
(Lond.) Payne, Frederick Charles 
Goldie, Robert Henry Pearch, Harry Arrow 
Goodall, George Percy Pegg, Percy William 
Graham, Hartiey, B.A. (Oxon.) Piercy, Edwin 
Graham, Tom Dawson Piercy, George 
Guedalla, Florance Montefiore Rawson, John Busfield 
Haines, George Emeris Redfern, Thomas Howard 
Hal, Wilfred George Carlton, B.A. Reed, John James 
(Oxon.) Rees, David Walters 
Hallam, John William Richmond, Laurence Dickson 
Hancock, Robert, B.A. (Oxon.) Rigden, William Percy 
Hand, Joseph Roberts, Ernest Edward 
Harrison, William Robinson Rooth, John Holmes 
Hart, Norman Percival, B.A. Russell, Frederick George 
(Camb.) Rye, Frank Gibbs 
Harvey, George Sanders, John Furse 
Hatch, Harry Augustus Saunders, Thomas 
Hawkins, Lewis Maurice, B.A. Scott, Austin Andrew 
(Oxon.) Selby, Atherton Millin 
Henderson, Peter Berrie, B.A. Sewell, Cyril Otto Hudson 
(Oxon.) , Sydney George 
Hertslet, Warren Eccles Sharrott, Oswald Henry 
Hewlett, Lionel Mowbray Smith, James Muir 
Hickson, Uswald Squire Smith, Thomas Alfred Howes, B.A. 


Hives, John Wilmer (Camb.) 

Holden, Edmund Geoffrey Somerville, Robert Baxter 
Hopkin, Arthur Spicer, John Wynne 
Horden, John Strarkie, Thomas Smith 


Horton, Charles Ernest Streeter, Savile Grainger 
Hughes, George Lewis Hollingsworth Taylor, William Arthur 
Hunton, Cecil James Woodforde Thomas, Elliott Crewdson, B.A., 
Hutchins, Frederick L.B. (Camb.) 
T’Anson, Leonard Percy Thomas, Henry ‘revillian 
Jacobson, Ernest Nathaniel Joseph Thomas, Thomas Price 
Johnstone, William Yuile Townend, Thomas Morgan 
Jones, William Owen Trevor, Charles Tudor 
Lamb, Charles Edward Turner, Cecil Philip 
Laughton, Reginald James Vernéde, Charles Oscar 
Lock, Aubrey Duncan Vinall, Lewis Glazebrook 
Lord, Reginald Stevens Walker, Thomas Frederick 
Lulham, Thomas Richard, B.A., Wallis, William Alfred 

LL.B. (Camb.) arren, Charles Robert, B.A., 
Maconchy, Gerald Edward Camp- _  8B.C.L. (Oxon.) 

bell, B.A. (Oxon.) Weldon, Thomas William 
McUonnan, Arthur Ellis Whitaker, Charles James 
Maitland, MacLaren Gray Wiggins, "Bernard Henry 
Major, Seymour Edward Wigley, Joshua 
Marsh, Avenel Dudley Beauclerc Winnett, Howard 
Meek, Litchfield Thomas Cambage Wolf, Percy 
Miller, John Richard Coe Woodall, Harry 


LAW STUDENTS’ SOCIETIES. 

Law Srvupents’ Desatine Socrery.—Nov. 13.—Chairman, Mr. W. V. 
Ball. The subject for debate was: ‘‘That the case of Marshall v. Salt 
(1900, 2 Ch. 202) was wrongly decided. Mr. W. Arnold Jolly opened 
in the affirmative; Mr. H. L. ©. Barrett seconded in the affirma- 
tive. Mr. Powers opened in the negative; Mr. H. H. Hardman seconded 
in the negative. The following members also spoke—in the affirmative : 
Mr. A. Harnett, Dr. Herbert smith ; in the negative: Mr. A. Dickson, 
Mr. Tyldesley Jones. Mr. Jolly having replied, the chairman summed 
| up, and the motion was lost by 14 votes. There were 46 members 





present. 
Nov. 20.—Chairman, Mr. R. P. Croom Johnson. —The subject for debate 
was: ‘That this House would welcome legislation tending to the 


suppression of cheap ephemeral Jiterature.’’ Mr. W. V. Bull ‘opened in 
the affirmative; Mr. J. B. M. Hamilton = in the negative. The 
fullowing members also spoke: Messrs. Cohn, Castello, Gurney, Harnett, 
Phadweli, Buckle, Ames, Anthony, Barrett, Mitchell, Balliol Scott. The 
motion was lost by six votes. 

Nov. 27.—Chairman, Mr. W. Arnold Jolly.—The subject for debate was : 
“That the case of In re Harrison, Ex parte Whinney (C. A. 1900, W.N. 
174, and see L, T. R. 623), was wrongly decided.’ Mr. H. Hamilton Fox 
opened in the affirmative ; Mr. Neville ‘'ebbutt seconded in the affirmative. 


| Mr. Alfred Dods opened in the negative; Mr. R. H. Ho@&der seconded in the 
| negative. 


The following members also spoke—Messrs, A. B. tiussell, W. V. 
Bail, Mitchell, Ames, R, P, C. Johnson, Wilkinson, Plendwell, Wallington. 
| The opener having replied, the chairman summed up, and tho motion was 
lost by 5 votes, ‘here were 43 members present. 


Bisesincuam Law Srvupents’ Society.—Nov. 6.—Mr. Robert Noble, 


| barrister-at-law, delivered the first of a series of three lectures on ** The 


Law of Libel.” There was a large attendance of members, and at the 
clone of the meeting a vote of thanks was paseed to Mr. Noble for his 
lecture, 

Nov. 13,—Mr. H. Allday Criffith, barriester-at-law, presiding. After 
the transaction of formal business a debate took place on the following 
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moot point: ‘‘A. mortgages a free leasehold public-house to B., 
to secure principal and interest advanced, and also all moneys due 
on a tying covenant in the mortgage entered into by A. with B., for 
the whole residue of the term. The proviso for redemption expressly 
extends to all principal and interest moneys and all moneys due 
under the tying covenant, whether principal and interest has been re- 

id or not. A. pays all principal and interest due, and requests 

. to re-convey free from the tying covenant. Has B. a right to 
refuse ?’? (Rice v. Noakes § Co., 1900, Ch. 445, 69 L. Ch. 635, 82 L. T. 
784, 48 W. R. 629) The speakers in the affirmative were Messrs. O. 
Rogers, E. Walker, W. H. Coley, J. W. Hallam, and F. H. Argyle; and 
in the negative Messrs. Z. A. B Cox, W. H. Lakin-Smith, ©. A. A. 
Elton, and W. OC. Camm. After the openers had replied, the chairman 
summed up and the question was decided in the negative by nine votes 
to six. 

A meeting was held in the Law Library on Tuesday evening, the 20th 
inst., when Mr. Robert Noble, barrister-at-law, delivered the second of 
a series of lectures on ** The Law of Libel.’’ The lecture was listened to 
by a large and appreciative audience. 


Nov. 27.—Mr. E. W. Cave, barrister-at-law, presided.—A vote of 
sympathy with the family of the late Judge Young was ed. <A debate 
then took place on the following moot point: ‘‘ ‘That the decision of the 
Court of Appeal in the case of Cowley v. Cowley was wrong.” Tne speakers 
in the affirmative were Messrs. J. W. Hallam, R. R. Poppleton, U. H. 
Palmer, and T. F. Duggan ; and in the negative Messrs. W. C. Camm and 
and J. L. M. Benest. After the openers had replied, the chairman summed 
up, and the question was decided in the affirmative by 10 votes to 3. 








LEGAL NEWS. 
OBITUARY. 


His Honour Judge Youne died on the 22nd inst, at the age of sixty-four. 
He was called to the bar in 1858, and ia 1881 was appointed Kecorder of 
Gloucester, and in 1898 became Couaty Court Judge of the Wolverhamptoa 
Circuit. A correspondent of the Times, in an interesting notice of Mr. 
Young, says: His industry and ability, both as a lawyer and an advocate, 
soon brought him into active and lucrative practive. In 1877 he removed 
from Wolverhampton to Birmingham, and during the following twenty years 
he built up an extensive practice in the Midlands, where he was far more 
sought after than any other barrister of his time. Hv was alm st invariably 
briefed on one side or the other in the principal civil and crimmal cases at the 
assizes at Stafford, Worcester, Shrewsbury, and other circuit towns, and 
when Birmingham was made an assize towa he naturally secured a large 
share of the work there. He acquired the reputation of an expert in the law 
of licensing and rating, and his services besame in great request in appeals 
at quarter sessions. He als» figured in numerous election petitions ia the 
Midland-, and was one of the counsel most prominent in the mquiry into th 
Aston Riots. In fact Mr. Young was probably one of the most successful 
barristers who ever practised locally. 





APPOINTMENTS. 

Mr. Litrier, C.B., Q.C., has been elected Treasurer of the Honourable 
Society of the Middle ‘:mple for the ensuing year, in succession to Mr, 
Kemp, Q.C. 

Mr. T. Rotts Warernerton, Q.C., has been appointed by the Honourable 
Society of Lincoln’s-inn one of their representatives on the Incorporated 
Council of Law Reporting for England and Wales, ia the room of Mr. M. 
Crackanthorpe, Q,C., who recently resigned his membership of that body. 

Sir Harry Poanp, Q.C., has been elected Treasurer of the Inner Temple 
for the ensuing year, in succession to Mr. Patchett, Q.C. 

Mr. Arcutnatp Rivinoton, solicitor, of 58, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, W.C, 
has been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. 

Mr. W. Witton Resp, solicitor, of Dorchester, has been appointed Clerk 
to the Dorchester Board of Guardians, the Raral District Council, and 
Suporintendent Registrar of the Dorchester District, in the place of Mr. 
Arthur H. Lock, deceased. 





GENERAL. 

Mr. Justice Farwell and Mr. Justice Buckley will be the vacation judges 
du:ing the Christmas holidays. 

At the Derby Assizes, out of a total of eighteen cases in the calendar, 
nine were for offences against women and children, and the grand jury 
upon the completion of their duties made the following presentment to the 
court; “This grand jury is convinced that it wank be conducive to 
morality if judges of assize had power to order the flogging of prisoners, 
specially those convicted of crimioal assaults on children.’’ Mr. Justice 
Channel! said he would forward tho presentment to the Home Secretary, 
who no doubt would be the propor persoa to introduce a Bill into Parliament 
embodying the suggestion contained therein, but in view of the feeling of 
the Legislature upon the subject he could offer no hopo of the suggestion 
being carried into effect. His lordship thought it desirable that the age a; 
which flogging could be inflicted shoald be slightly extended, and if a Bill 


Wore confined to that object there was a possibility that it might pass. 
At the Bristol Assizos on Wednesday, Mr. Justioo Ridley, in the course 
his charge to the grand jury, dealt with the question of 
eépecially in reference to section 


fl ) 
of the Criminal Law Ameniment "Ax 


and said that the question of flogging had been the subject of many present- 
ments by d juries, and the Legislature had determined that floggi 
should not be inflicted in such cases. Of course he did not wish to pans | 
with that decision, but it was a matter that could be argued oa both sides 
whether a punishment that is brutal should not be applied to those found 
guilty of conduct which was little better than that displayed by brutes. His 
lordship then specially referred to a case in the calendar where the prisoner 
was only eighteen years of age. If the prisoner were under sixteen years of 
age he could be whipped ; but his experience was that under sixteen years 
of age there were but few cases, and that above that age there were a 
number of cases. It appeared, therefore, to him that the law could properly 
be amended by raising the age to seventeen years, for it was most desira 

to avoid sending such youths to prison; and they could not be dealt with 
under ‘the First Offenders Act. At the close of the consideration of the 
bills laid before them, the grand jury made a = agreeing with the 
learned judge’s suggestion as to the raising of the limit for corporal punish- 
ment. His lordship said that he would see that their presentment was 
forwarded to the proper quarter. 


At the Bow-street police-court on Wednesday the fiaal hearing took 
place of the charges against Mr. Benjamin Greene Lake. Mr. Avory 
proceeded with a iurher charge against the accused, under sections 75 and 
76 of the Larceny Act, of mixappropriating about £9 000 out of a total of 
£15,000 with which he was entrusted for the safe custody on behalf of Mr. 
Frederick Cavendish. Mr. Frederick Cavendish became entitled, under the 
will of his grandmother, to a sum of £15,000. The defendant’s firm received 
this amount in different sums by the 3rd of November, 1898. An account 
was then opened by the defendant at Child’s Bank in the name of Frederick 
Cavendish, the defendant himself being the only person who could draw 
upon it. The account was opened with £3,208, Mr. Cavendish beiag at that 
time with his regiment in India. During the year 1898 correspondence took 
place between the defendant and Mr. Cavendish, and on the 29th of 
September of that vear the defendant wrote suggesting that £1,000 should be 
paid to his account, adding that he thought, if invested, the balance would 
produce at least 4 per cent., perhaps more. On the 19th of October 
following Mr. Cavendish wrote expressing his gratitude to the defendant, and 
requesting him to invest his money at as high a rate of interest as possible. 
**1 leave all to you,” the letter concluded. Mr. Avory said he considered 
that that amounted to a written direction, coupled with the defendant's own 
letter of the 29th September, to invest the whole of thatmoney safely. A total 
sum of £9,948 was paid to the credit of Mr. Cavendish’s account; the balance 
of the £15,000 was accounted for partly by some debts of Mr. Cavendish’s 
that were paid by the defendant, and partly by some investments of which 
he proposed to give the defendant the benefit, supposing them to be invest- 
ments on Mr. Cavendish's account. The same investments appeared in this 
case, as in many others, to have done double duty for different 
Some of them were, therefore, matters of dispute. Practically the whole of 
that sum of £9,948 had been appropriated by the defendant, and counsel pro- 
ceeded to refer to the cheques drawn on the account and to the entries in the 
books of Lake & Lake relating to the matter. Evidene having been given 
by Mr. Frederick Cavendish, Mr. Charles Edward Smith, managing clerk to 
Bompas, Bischoff, & Co., the present solicitors to Mr. Cavendish, and Mr. 
George Walter Chapman, the official receiver in charge of the defendant's 
affairs, the case for the prosecution was concluded, and when asked by the 
magistrate if he had anything to say, the accused replied that he would 
reserve his defence, knowing that the case must go for trial. He should 
there have an opportunity of going into the witness-box and giving his own 
version of these transactions, and of justifying the statements he made at his 
public examinations. He was committed for trial, the bail being increased 
to two sureties in £4,000 or four in £2,000. 


At the Mansion House police-court, on the 22nd inst., John Greenfield, a 
solicitor, was charged before the Lord Mayor with having in July, 1898, he 
being an attorney and entrusted with money and securities of the value of 
£960 belonging to Miss Eliza Ellington for safe custody, or with directions 
in writing to apply the same for a specified pur converted them to his 
own use and benetit with intent to defraud. Mr. Muir, in opening the case, 
says the Zimes, said the prosecution was instituted under the 75th and 76th 
sections of the Larceny Act. The defendant was admitted a solicitor in 
1875, and had practised at 37, Queen Victoria-street. As early as 1893 
a judgment was obtained against him by a clergyman named Bradstock for 
£2,000, The defendant was wholly unable to satisfy that judgment, but he 
entered into an arrangement to pay it off by instalments, and about 
£450 was still unpaid. In Se ber, 1896, he was entrusted by Mr. 
Henry Lyons with nine bills for £109 each, payable at intervals of three 


months, It was his duty to collect them and remit the proceeds to Mr. 
Lyons. He collected them all, but paid over £500, and then only after 
great pressure and considerable delay. By the beginning of 189s a con- 


siderable sum was due from him to clients for money collected and not paid. 
Between March and October, 1897, he coll.cted £2,568 belonging to 
a trust of a Mrs. Coppen, and he appropriated the whole of it te 
his own use; at all events it was never Mranded over to the trastees 
of the estate. In 1898 the defendant was consulted by a 

named Ellington with to a settlement of £1,000. Miss 
Ellington entrusted the defendant with that view with £960 Ss. Sd. in 
money and securities, and the defendant acknowledged her instructions and 
the roosipt of the property. The whole of it was converted and placed in 
the defendant's banking account, and drawn upon by him from time to time, 
with the result that not a farthing was eventually available for the purposes 
of the trust. Miss Ellington, thinking that pending the oomelasion of the 
new formalities the money was on deposit with a banker earning interest, 
asked the defendant to send her the deposit receipt. He replied that if the 
money had been placed on deposit it would mot kave as much as he 
had made for her, and he enclosed £14 Sa, by way of interest, The cheque 
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was headed, “ In re Ellis’s advances,” but if she noticed it at all the heading 
to Miss Ellington. At least it came out that the defendant 
not got the money. He alleged that he had advanced it at 3 per cent. 
a Mr. Ellis, and had taken as security part of a patent for improvements 
bottles. It was probably the fact that the defendaat for his own purposes 
advanced Mr. Ellis small sums—a pound or two at a time—but it would 
found to be wholly false that any large advance had been made. Miss 
had never consented to and nevereven knew of that disposition of her 
When Miss Ellington found that she had been thus defrauded she 
nt an action agaist the defendant to recover the money with interest 
and costs, and j ——— was entered by consent against the defendant for 
£1,098 on the 7th of March last. In respect of this she had received £75, and 
all that remained of her money was an obsolutely worthless charge upon an 
unsaleable patent. The defendant had recently been made a bankrupt, and 
as a poner of that investigation the present proceedings were taken. An 
Official of the Bankruptcy Court proved that the defendant was adjudicated 
His liabilities were set down at £8,336, of which 


te 


TERS 


£3,510 was in of unsecured and £4,560 of secured creditors. The 
defendant that his estate would realize a surplus of £18,648. Miss 
Ellington was put down as a fully-secured creditor, the security being a 


of a sin-eelilakle bottle. The defendant estimated his book debts 
as likely to produce £4,883. After some further evidence had been given 
the hearing was adjourned until the 30th inst., the defendant being admitted 
to bail in two sureties in £500 each. 
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THE PROPERTY MART. 
SALES OF THE ENSUING WEEK. 
4.—Meses, Devexnau, Trwsox, Parurn, & emcoraea, at the Mart, at 2:— | 
101, Cheapaide. Freehold Property, about mid bet the General 
Fost Ofite and tne Bank of England ; let ot th inadecuate oot of £146 pet annum | j 
a 


term of 21 years, which will -xpire at ee, 1902. | 
See Ben. Bane & Wykes, (See advertisem 


i 


i 


ent, Nov. 24, p. 4.) 
Bovsrixip, at the mart, at 2:—Soho: Freeho! 
sent of £286 per annum. we | secued, and arising from the newly-crected Business | 
Premiees, known as No. 10, Nassau-street. solicitors, Messrs. Gasjuet & Metcalfe, | 
London. (tee advertisement, Nov. 24, p. 4.) | 


i 


Dec. 6.—Memrs. Fazesecruce, Exwis, Eozetos, Bezaca, Gatswortuy, & Co., at the 
Mart, at 2 :-—City .f London: Freehold sent of £125 per annum, secured upon 
a Bick of Offices known as ose to the 
Bank of Engiand ; yp wy 4 rack-rentals, amounting to about 
Arr heaped & Burtees, London, (see advertise- 
Dee. 6—Meams. E. £. Posten & Cuasrixip, at the Mart, at 2: | 
REVERSION: : | 
So Cuoainth of s Trust Fund, valve £16,000; lady aged 69; with policy. 
Young & sons, London. 


To One-sizth of Trust Fund, vaiue £1,965. Solicitor, J. B. Umpleby, Eeq , 
imapleby, Eeq 


To One-toarteenth of a Trust F value £121,470; lady aged 57. Solicitor 
me aS und, A y 9g) * | 

One-fourteenth of fy ah ptt qatenen cont 0 . Also to 

& similar share on the decease of =o oe yee. 


"Canin, & 
To Onetowth of» Pet Fon, value £24,477; lady oa @&. Solicitor, George 


3 


-fifth of » Trust Fond, value £1,048, Golicitors, | 
To 10 One-thisd of £14.00; lady aged 4. Eolicitors, Messrs. Burch, Whitehead, & | 
To One-Third of a Trust Fund, value £15,264 ; fot eget 5, 54, provided gentleman | 

oie survive her. Goticttor, B. Barnett, ie, | 
To ladies aged 61 and 56; "with poliey. om, S Mom, Bs, Lonéon. 
To One-tourth A s Trost Ketate value £17100 ; aay aged 64; ith policy ; also 


to One-fourth of 15,24), in came event. tor, Vlaude 6  lormitte, ‘Em 


Bon 90 , Mesers. 

om Boo & Whately, London. 

For £4,600), £2,99). Elicit, RB Eisy Bobb, iy Lanbridge Wet 

For 11,56, £1 0, Li smn, £40), Mess, Bompas, Duchos, & Co., 


SHARES in Pullers Barth Union. Boticitor,H. ¥. Poynton, Bax, Landon, 
(ee ahvertiacmenta, thin week, back page ” 








Pou Tuxoar lxerratiom amp Coven aes Glycerine Jujubes” 


aye prove elective. They soften and clear the voice, and are invaluable 
te from , soreness, or Aryness of the ‘throat. Bold only 
in labelled tins, price 74d. and 1s. 1 James Vypps & Co., LAd., Homoo- 
pathic Chewiste, —{Avrr. 
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“ pames and 


Hawt, Euma, Fernyford, 


' Coun, Janna, Sratford on Avon, Auctioneer 


WINDING UP NOTICES. 


London Gazetie.—Frivay, Nov. 23. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Luwitep 1n CHANCERY. 


Jussz Fisner & Son, Lourep—Creditors are required, on or before Dec 22, to send 
me rs of their dgbts or claims, to Lawrence Lancelot Samuels, 7, Norfolk at, 
ester 
Norton & Co, Limitzp—Creditors are required, on or before Jan 7, to send their names 
and addresses, and the particulars of their cebts or c'aims, to Artbur Chetwynd and 
— Ay 19, Corporation st, Birmingham. Smith, 9, Arundel st, Strand, solor to 
W. Granpacs & Co, eee aggmoee are + on or before Dec 22, to send their 
addresses the particulars of debts or claims, to Abraham 
Grandage and Charles conn Vint, Commercial Bank bldgs, Bradford. Vint & Co, 
Bradford, solors to liquidators 
Waireneaps Auto Cycie Co, Limrrep—Creditora are required, on or before Dec 31, to 
send their names and addres:es, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Robert 
William Hope Bant, 11, King st, Wakefield 
FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED. 
DessorovenH New Freenoip Lanp axp Burtpers’ Society, Liwirep, 11, Station ni, 
Desborough, Market Harborough, Northants. Nov 8& 
Hivxpusy District 8.4.0.B. Loca, Reier Society, Worthington Hotel, Market st, 
Hiodiey, Wigan, Lancs. Nov 14 
InpEPENDENT OrpER oF Foresters, 24, Charing Cross, Whitehall. Nov 7 


London Gazette.—Turspay, Nov. 27. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Liaorep m™ a. 


Ayater Live (1887), ee are on or before Jan 8, to send their 
names and addresses. and the particulars of their oy he or claims. to Theodore Vivian 
Samuel Angier, 2, Whittington avenue. Parker & Co, St Michael’s Rectory, Cornhill, 
eolors to liquidator 
Crry or Lowpon Manuractugine Co, Limirep—Petn for winding up, presented Nov 21, 
div ected to be heard on Dec 5. Sims & Syms, 70, Queen Victoria st, solors for petners, 
Sueiee of SEES must reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in the after- 
noon o 
Dome (Yvuxon) Gotp Misixe Co, Limrrep—Petn for winding up, presented Nov 23, 
directed to be ee on Dec 5. Stoneham, 2, 8t Michael’s House, Cornhill, solor for 
tners. Notice of appearing must reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in 
the afternoon of Dec 4 
Grairrin Mayuracturtxe Co, Limirep— —— for winding up, presented Nov 22, aye 
to be heard on Dec 5. Horwood & Co, 5, New inn, solor for petners. No’ 
sposering must reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon st 
4 
Munevepye Tea Co, Luutrep—Creditors are required. on or before Feb 25, to send their 
names and addresses, and the —— of their debts or claims, to Harry Voce Thur- 
good, 11, Queen > Vistorn st merhavs, Eastcheap, solor to liquidator 
Nicer Coast wanes © Co, Limirzo—Creditors are required, on or before Dec 28, to send 
their pames aod addresses, and the particulars of their debts and claims, to William 
Edward Mouneey, 3, Lord st, Liverpool. Horrocks & Jones, Liverpool, solors to 


liquidator 
FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED. 

Guitprorp Worsinc Mewn’s Sociat Cius, Onslow st, Guildford, Surrey. Nov 14 

Hore or Gorton Inperexpent OppreLLows Frienxpiy Society, Gorton Brook Hotel, 
Gorton, Nov 21 

Orrorp Ciuyy Friznpiy Society, C. Wayman’s, Offord Ciunv, St Neots, Hunts, Noy 21 

PesseveKxance Biemineuam Benerit Society, Duke of Norfolk Tavera, Norfolk st, Globe 
1d, Mile End. Nov 21 

| Tuppew#amM Farenviy Benerir Society, White Hart Inn, Tuddenham St Mary, Ipswich. 
Nov 2 

| Cees -, ER y Brorners Bremincuam Beyegrit Society, Class Rooms, Garden at, 

‘ov 20 








CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 

UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 
Last Day or CLam. 

London Gazette.—Fripay, Nov. 9. 

Harriey, Hvucn Roozrs, Perham rd, West Kensington Dec 5 Mannell vy Hartley, 
Byrne J Kisch & Co, Barbican 
Howstey, dat Manchester, Wheelwright DecS Leav Housley, Registrar, Manchester 
ig Saas London Gazette.—Turapay, Nov 13. 

Gairritu, Grivvirru, Claygate, Surrey, Solicitor Dec 10 Desmond vy Griffith, Byrne, J 


Merouet, Racnet Avecaips, Ticehurst, Sussex Dec 10 Tweedie v Maunder, zene 

Hardy, J Tweedie, Lincola’s inn fields 
London Gazette.—Tursay, Nov. 20. 

Casper, Toouss Epwarp, Buckingham gate, Westminster Jan 30 Emberson v Candler, 
K ehewich, § Munns, Old Jewry 

Fuexp, Atraen Buackevaxx, Hert st, Bloomsbury Jani Morrice v Frend, Farwell, J 
Coe, Hart st, Bloomsbury 

Alstonefield, Stafford Dec20 Mellor v Mellor, Cozens-Hardy, J 

, Newgate st 





UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. 
Last Day ov Ovaim. 
London Gazette,—Toxapvay, Nov. 20, 


| 

| Arxine, Anruun, Hurda, India Dec17 Blyth & Co, Gresham House, Old Broad st 

, ATuins, Jou Avovwtus, Adelaide, South Australia, Mariosr 
Gresham 


Doc 17 Blyth & Co, 
House Old Broad st 
Arxinson, Rev Joun Cuniwroruen. Cleveland, York Dec 22 Bad hannan & Sons, Whitby 


Averen, Biizavern, ——_ 6 Ueci? Dawes & Co, Ryo 
Baxer Witsam Hewny, Philpot in ee u Carlisle & Uo, New aq, Lincoln's inn 
Baw., Joun, Biackburn Decl Fe , Blac! 


Ber, Faawces Jann, Whitley. N mberlend Jan 6 Munnos & Longden, Old Jewry 
Buwx, Rascuven Sykes, Huddersfield, Butcher Dec 19 Laycock & Co, Huddersfield 
Keown, Vanint, Nottingham Dec 2% Cox, Nottingham 
Buw., Hexny, Windsor, Berks, Turf Comumienion Agent Decl5 Kemble & Oo, Conduit at 
Canventen, Many, Letihy Lance Dec 15 Dootaon, Leigh 
Couns, Hunn Wiststam bury, Wilts, Bolicitor Dec 31 Manniogs, Gresham house 
Dec 15 Warden & Bon, Stratford on Avon 
Coverann, Manion, Halifax Jani Dickons & Amel Halifax 
Coveranp, Witjsam Halifax Jani Dickons & Aked, Halifax 
Conny, Bowsnn, MI sonhen Dec 18 Wansey & A Moorgate st 
Doow, Wisssan, Bristol Deo 26 Gwynn & Masters, B 

envy, Henny, Btatfa, Tile Manufacturer Dee 16 Boulton 


Olatanton, Burslem 
Fes my — oes Jcww, Chilton Cantelo, Homerseta, Varmer 
“or 


Deo 22 Newnan & Ca, 
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Fowier, Hues Norrixeuam, York Dec 31 Jones, York 
@arsipz, Mary Suevtox, Worksop, Notts Jan 156 Broomhead & Co, Sheffield 
Hamaron, Wuanes Frepesicx, East Sheen, Mortlake Dec 31 Baker & Francis, 


ILLIAM "Ticensed be mg Walsall Dec 31 Loxton & Newman, Walsall 
aiyns, Tuomas, South Ken Dec 81 Mines & Co, King | William st 
Haves, Witt1am, Kaapsche, » 8 Africa 
William st 


Jacxsox, Gzorcz, West Ham, Essex, Contractor Dec 14 

Jerrrizs, Joun Ropest, Ipswich, Engineer Jan7 Notcutt & Son. 

Jones, Susanna, Kensington Dec 22 Dalston & Co, Southampton st, 8 st, Bloomsbury 

LzaTuart, Marra, Gateshead Dec 20 Mather & Dickinson, castle upon 2 Tyne 

Lezs, Witu1am Henry, Sandon, Hertford, Farmer Dec 25 Wortham & 
H 


erta 
Sensres, © Witt1am Pyxe, Winchester, Plumber Dec 15 Scotney & Shentons, Win- 


Moors, Hareiet, Bayswater Dec 22 Carr & Co, me Holborn 

Mortmer, Exviza, South Kensington Dec 20 Clinton & Co, Chancery 

Nexstrop, Jouy, Bournemouth, Coal Merchant Dec17 Trevanion v4 Go, ~~ 
OpensHaw, GzorGE, Poulton le Fylde, Lancaster Dec 26 Woodcock & 

Pant, Francis Joun VanpeER, Folkestone Dec 31 Pant, Verulam page c Gray's inn 
Prrr, Wi1t14M, Birmingham, Artist Feb9 Johnson & Co, Birmingham 

se: man oy y bryn, St Martin’s, Salop Dec 31 Wright & Co, Lincoln’s inn 


Rezve, Joun, Harpenden.\Herts Dec15 Tuckey, Harpenden 

Sages, ——, Manningham, Bradford, Estate Agent Dec 17 Farrar & 
wther, Bradfor 

Ross, Toomas Ket, Sheffield, ang ae 31 sgn & Co, Bedford row 

RorHweE.., Saran, Dunham Mas ang, oarte Dec 31 Chapman & Co, Manchester 

Saver, Josern, Clapham Ro 20 bile, Fore st 

Suaw, Bensamin Jonn, Huddersfield, Farmer Dec18 Brook, Hudderafield 

Sxaw, Davip Henry, Huddersfield, Farmer Dec18 Brook, Hudderafie d 

BaiTH, Marr, Morecambe, Lancs Dec 81 Spencer & Co, Keighley 

Sropart, WILLIAM CuLLEY, nr Boroughbridge, York Dec 31 Wilson & Co, Durham 

Suumer, THomas, Leigh, Lancs, Labourer Dec 15 Dee eae 

Waney, Witi14m, Stoke Newington Dec 30 Morris & Co. st House 

Waker, ArTuuR DE Not, MD, Chelsea Dec 24 Carlisle & Co, New sq. Lincoln’s inn 

WuitpREAD, GEORGINA VAssatt, Harrington gdns Jan 1 Farwell, Bath 

Youre, ALEXANDER, Montepelier sq, Brompton Deci7 Eyre & Co, John st, Bedford row 


London Gasette.—Fnipay, Nov. 23. 
Arrersury, Freprrick, Welford, Northampton, Dec 81 Nicholson, Market 
Harborough 
Arxixsox Joun, Liverpool Dec4 Thompson & McMaster, poet 
Barnett, Kats, Ramegate Jan 20 Taylor & Taylor. New Broad s 
Benreys, Henny, Didsbury, Manchester, Merchant Dec 15 Jenkins & Co, Fenchurch st 
berrs, KLIZABETH, Fritton. Norfolk Dec 24 Copeman & Radge, Loddon 
Bucumayn, peomeae Heryricn CunistiAn, Inselstrasse, Leipsic Jan 4 McKenna & Co , 
Basin, 1 st 
Burtoy, ALFRED, Nottingham, Warehouseman Dec 31 Turner & Co, | ee ham 
Cotman, JEREMIAH JAMES, Norwich Nov 31 Cozens-Hardy & Jewson, N 
Croxer, Toomas, Biack Rottingdean, Sussex, Accountant Dec 20 Cockburn, Brighton 
Dixon, Henny, Carrington, Nottingham Dec3i Fox, Nottingham 
EckERSLEY, Saran Soruia, Maryport, Cumberland Dec 31 aS eaten, Maryport 
E.Lams, JosEPu, Elsby, Chester Dec 20 Linaker & Linaker, 
Ex.eny, Gzorce Henry, Stoke Devonport, Devon, Engineer Febl_ H Hawken, Plymouth 
Evans, Rev Wi. LIAM, Gelligaer, 7 Dec 22 Trump, Rhymney 


JIDDONS, Quannes Wacean, Sees Dec 21 Mpg AD aig Le pad 





¢ 
yee ay ts ta ra? aon York bid 
¥; NBDALB DouG 
Grass, Wiss, Knutsford, Chashine ‘Desi. ‘Wetkins & don Boe 
Guest, Exvizasets, Jan1 Minter, Folkestone. 

‘Tuomas Buxsamrx, Bexley Heath, Kent Nov 18 Baynes, Dartford 
Hatimay, — Euiza, lg iS Wilkins, Uttoxeter 
Hau Y, Uttoxeter 
| an Tatts, Ink Inkbenow, ‘Beis gon 
Jackson, Miss Mania, Lye, W Dec 15 &Co 


‘orcester 

Kwow zs, Acrrep Miturseton, Nottingham Dec31 Winders, Bolton 
Lawassm, Joun VALENTINE, Newmarket 8t Mary Jan 7 Button & Aylmer, 

ewmar! 
Moore, Harry, Romsey, Hants, Gravel Contractor Dec 22 Tylee & Mortimer, 
Muwno, Gzoree, Rochester Dec 21 Wood & McLellan, Chatham 
_— Goan. D » Cees Dec 19 eS rT. 2 
IKE, LAURENCE WARBURTON, =-T) Dorset Jan Son, Bournemouth 
Prestox, WiLLiAM, Huddersfield Dec 8i Brook, Hodder od 
a James Harpine, poe, I of W, Civil Engineer Jan 10 Eldridge 


Ne 
ag a McInryae, Henley in Arden, Warwick Jan 31 Boydell, 
s inn 
Suackie. THomas James, Hg BAS Dec 17 o | > 
Saw, Pe Newton Heath, Manchester, Jan4 Tallent-Bateman & 
Suaw, Gzorce, Stretford, Lancs Jan 6 Tallent-Bateman & Thwaites Manchester 
SHIELDS, RicuaRp Texwent, 8t Leonards on Sea Marchi McDiarmid & Hill, New- 
man’s ct, Cornhill 
a -—~ ~ jae Newmarket St Mary, West Suffolk, Greengrocer Dee 22 Ennion, 


Newmarket 
Surirn, Cuantes Henry, Aberford, York, Dec 4 _-- Sherburn in Elme 


ScieaTer, 
Sou 


Srantey, Hersert Foster aie tnt ee Jan Stanley, Cambridge 
pg sy ro Tuomas, Brockley J: & Co, _ ¥ 

‘ATE, Many Jane, South End, or pean Doe ves ein. Duchem 
Tawer, Rosunt, Hiveden, Suffolk Dee 81 Houchen & 
Tayxos, Letitia, Caversham rd, Camden rd Dec 31 Barker & Blomfield st 
Tomson, Harry, Grove, Boltons Dec3i Batesons & Co, Liverpool 
Wanp, Cunistor#en, Hunslet, tector Che Agent Dec 8 Leeds 
Witxrxsox, Samusi Wricet, Chester Dec3l Ferns & Co, Stockport 


Witxrsox, WILL1Am, Plumber Dec 31 . ae & Barnsley 
Waricut, Epwarp Moos, pm hy Warwick, Printer Dec 12 baste, atoretes 


Po Pay Reet ?—A Mortgage Policy is offered by the Scorrisu 
EMPERANCE Lirg Orrick over appro ouse Property, repayable 
half yearly instalments, which may be less than the rent. great po 
is that in event of death, the house becomes aeeey Sus Ee Os ee. 
Mortgage expenses borne by the etc., at 
London Office, 96, Queen-street, owed 

Wasnine To inreNpING House Purcuaszrs anp Lussazs.—Before pur- 
chasing or renting a house have the Sanitary Arrangements 








Fau.iok, Hargizt, Newbridge, I of Dec x2 ee jun. Newport 
Fisu, Saran, emg Bristol Jan5 Barry & Harri s, Bristo! 
T, Witi14M, Norwich, Yeoman Jan 1 Kent, Norwich 


Engineering Co. (H. Carter, C.E., ), 65, Victoria West- 
minster. Fee quoted on receipt of je 25 
years. Telegrams, ‘ ion,’’ London.—{Apvr.] 








BANKRUPTCY NOTICES, 


ADJODICATIONS Yr NULLED. 





Londen Gasette.—Tunspat, Mov 20. wey ‘Adjud June atone” | Lowe, ‘Dur, Riddere Licensed Victualler 
ADJUDICATIONS (continued). Taruam, Francis ol... ame, Dateps Tawto parm, Ki Pet Oct 29 Ord Nov 16 
Pavixyer, Witiiam Davin Sonps, seine, Kent, Butcher Farmer Barnstaple AdjudJani7 Anaul McWarxu18, » Stafford, Plumber 
idstone Pet Nov 17 Ord Nov 1 London Gasette.~Fatvay, Nov. 28 Stafford Pet Nov 20 Ord Nov 20 
Fievpex, Ourver Hewarp, Dalston, “Lioensea Victualler ° F Manx, Josara CK, Innkeeper Truro 
High Court Pet Nov 16 Ord Nov 1 RECEIVING ORDERS. Pet Nové6 Ord Nov 20 
Goopsy, Wittram SamveEt, oat Commission | Barrey, Grorcr. Buckland, Hants Portsmouth Pet | Marsnaut, Wittiam Arrave, Old Trafford, nr Manchester, 
Agent Wolverhampton Pet Nov16 Ord Nov 16 Nov 20 Ord Nov 20 Auctioneer ) ag Pet Nov 19 Ord Nov 19 
Haat, Bexsauin, Lye, Worcester, ed Stour- | Batt, Wituram Epwarp, Bucks, Smith | Merz, Faayces Sor’ Victoria st, Dresamater High 


bridge Pet Nov 14 Ord Nov 1 
Hastiey. Hewrry da Holland rd High Court Pet 


BENNETT, 
Nov 15 Ord Nov 1 Farmer 


ae, Jouy, North Pittington, Dahon, Builder Dur- 7 rTaur, Northampton, Sh pfitter 


Nov 14 Ord Nov 14 
Biexotp Hergsert, 


Pet Nov 15 Ord Nov 1 
Hvoues, Ricaarp Hamsty, este, Licensed Victualler 


Aylesbury Pet Nov 21 Ord Nov 21 


Pet Nov it’ Ord Nov 19 


Jouxn Gzorce, Malvern Liok, Worcesters, | Mrrcuanp, Faso Tipton, Labourer Dudley 
Worcester Pet Nov 19 Ord Nov 19 ey wha 
N Moors, Mantle Maker High Court 


Burza, 
Pet Nov al. Ord Nov at 


Architect Wandsworth me ea, wosiber, Glam, Blacksmith Ponty- 


High Court Pet Aug1 Ord Nov 15 Pet Nov19 Ord Nov 19 pri Nov 19 Ord Nov 19 
Horcuiwos, ALBERT, "jun, Topsham, Devon, Butcher | Browser, Ratru, ; ad ay, Surgeon High Court | Moxars Bros, C Wholesale Cabinet Mabers High 
Exeter Pet Nov1é Ord Nov 16 Pet Nov 9 Ord Nov Uourt Pet Sept § Nov #1 
Jouxsox, Witt1am, Shaw, Lancs, Farmer Oldham Pet| Bucxetey, Warrex, Fatetee, Dorset Pools Pet | Owes. Taomas Gray. Anglesey, Marble Works 
L oat 4 ag oy 1 » Daw Build pens — Birmingham, T Merchsat Birmiogham | P. J Bary Pha Nor 20 “Ord ov a? 
ANE, THomas le Gresle Hal uilder Burton | Burrows, James, ‘ea a0 ARKER, JOHN, x 
on Trent Pet Nov 16 Ord Nov Pet Got 8) t Ord Nov 19 Picxertse, Taomas, Thornaby on York, Cranemaa 
ae... Jouy, I bc Warehouseman Derby | Stockton on Tees Pet Nov 19 Ore 19 


on 4. *K, Hepizy, 8t Budeaux, , = Journeyman 
Butcher Plymouth Pet Nov16 Ord Nov 16 

Monk, Rosert Hervert, = Staffs, Labourer 
Dudley Pet Nov15 Ord Nov 1 


Nov 19 Ord Nov 19 
Cuattrnorn, Taomas, Tyldeal 
Pet Nov 20 Ord Nov 20 


| Pomn, Joux Ba Waterloo ri. Provision Merchant 
, Lancs, Builder Bolton “High Oourt Pet Nor 


wiTz, ABRAHAM, Stoke | ot Jeweller Edmonton | Cocains. Jonny, Warrington, Butcher's Manager Leather Merchant High 
aoe ov 15 |g Betenaatvpmadecaoattl i War Pet Nor 90 Ont Nov 90 || Ronixaos, Hvar, Acerer, Swanage, Dorest. Butcher 
OORS. DWARD AEATLEY it} jurae, ereto. OOK ABEDERICK ERBERT, 
keeper Worcester Pet Nov 13 Ord ‘Nov 18 ~ peer Poole Ord Nov 19 Sanoeyt, Ronent Faepsnice, Hastings, Gasiitter Hastings 
sadilly High Court Pet Septa7 Oni Pet Nor 19 Ord Nov 19 


Shesel Witttam James, Blackburn, Votton Operative 
Blackburn Pet ; Z 


Daniett, James, Pic 
Nov15 Ord Nov 16 Oct 18 


savas Cases # fuzeme, Southall, Merchant Windsor 


Nicuonsox, Ricnanp Norrasy, Pl outh, Butcher | Dextrea, Faspsatox Wittiam, Winterton, Linca, 
Ri aa Fut Bev 16 Ord Now 16 + e . Mero a Gt ay agg A Ord Nor 19 ae, on Parmer Bieckbera Pet 
outon, WILLIAM, Swansea, 8) nt Swansea UNKLEY, Josera OW ARD rm Nov 
Pet Nov16 Ord Nov 16 = a Birmi ob Nov2l Ond Nov 2 Suerranp, Wriuax, Coafectioner Chelten- 
Barcurte, Winttam Jaoxsow, Newoastle on Tyne, Whole- | Freupixe. Davin. , Joiner Stockport ham Nov 2i_ Ord Nov 21 
sale Drysalter Newoastle on Tyne Pet Nov 16 Ord Pet Nov 19 ont Ny Nov 20 BRARLL, Mawiay, em, Carter Plymouth Pet 
Nov 16 Fonseca, Srixon, Camberwell, Qosmnanetal Traveller High Nov 2 Ord 
Raverrse, Hexsr Lestim, Aldershot Guildford Pet Oot Court Pet Nov @t Ord Nov aes) x amen Grocer Canterbury Pet Nev 2) 
ovil7 


Broxes, Donsox, Derby, Commercial Traveller ing’s Lynn Pet Nov 10 


Derb: 
Pet Nov 16 Ord Nov 16 . 


Garver, Wittiaw J, 


Gaaey, peas Wiggenhall St cS. Norfolk, Farmer 
"Ki Ord Now Bt 


v. Rrou Reteh, Serath, Suite Ehatey- 
Suffolk, Tailor Gt “pam Bet gt A. 


Hales 
Stnarrs, Joun, Wortley, Van Driver Leeds Pet Nov 15 Yarmouth Pet Nov5 Ord Nov 19 Waneove Prax, M Ridstone ‘Tunbehdge Welle Pet Nor 
Nov 16 Govisow, Josern, and Waren Govisox, Grantham, Ww Nov 17 
Stuaraivor, Jostan Tinney, Keyh — Deveapant, Builder N Pet Novi9 Oni Nov 10 Warxivrs Wiitan, Giam, Collier Neath Pet 
Grocer Cheltenham Nov 


Qwituam, Enizavera 


Plymouth Pet Novis Ord 
Pet Nov 19 Ord Nov 19 


Tvnxer, Jouy, Oldham, Jobbing. Bentth Oldham Pet 
Nov 14 Ord Nov 14 
Vaw Vanseverp, Jouan Farpeark Anwoun, Burnley, Lancs 
ruit Salesman Burnley Pot Nov 17 Ord Nov 17 
Lan, Witiiam, Dari . Labourer Stockton on bridge Pet Nov 
Tees Nov 16 Ord Nov 15 How, 2 Joun, 
Warranovss Tuomas, Bastgate Market. Glos, Fish Mer- Ord N ov 96 
Wurrix ‘s . Bie ‘ile = Joach Painter 
a, Huwny, ville rd, ¢ 
Court Pet Nov 15 Ord Nov 16 _ 


Nov 20 
Hi, Harry, Helions 





Hanvey, Marcusw Henny, aaeenten, Saddler Gloucee- 
ter Pet 


See Seen, Dundee Cam- 
19 Bama 


int Taam, oe Dastington, a Or Nee Moulder Stocktoa 


Nottingham Oni Nov 17 


% Ord Nor 
Wagons, Way Fors, D aa Confectioner Yeorl Bet 


me Fitter et Nor 
Ord Nov cs, Dab, ov 


Sia 


w Jour. Lana, Prtater Salted ht 
‘Oat 8 Oed Nov 18 


WWun Dale titel Febers Ot kee 


Wicorre, 
Birmingham Pet Nov 
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Amended notice substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of Oct 
Vixcent, Rosert. Wood Green, Butcher Edmonton 
Pet Aug 30 Ord Oct 3 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


P Apranams & Co, Redeross st, Fancy Goods scene 
men Dec 4 at 12 Bankruptey bldgs, Carey 

Awsrosz. Cuartzs. Birkdale, Lancs, Seem ee 5 at 2 
Off Rec. 35. Victoria st, Liverpool 

Baitey, Grorce, Suckland, Hants Nov 80at3 Off Reo, 
Cambridge junc, High at, Portamouth 

Barpsiey, ALBERT, ‘Stockport, Cheshire, C:rder Nov 30 at 
11.15 Off Rec, County chmbrs, Market pl, Stockport 

Bazrtoyw. Ricuarp, Kingston upon ull, Oil Importer Nov 
30 at 11 Off Rec, Trinity House lane, Hull 

a, 4 Epwarp, Chariton. Kent Builder Nov 30 at 

24 Railway app London phony, 

ey... A, Maser, Waterloo, Lancs Dec 5 at 12 Of 
Rec, 82, Victoria st, Liverpool 

Cuatitvor, Tuomas, Tyldesley, Lanes, Bu'lder Dec 4 at 
11 Off Rec, Exchange st, Bolton 
















































































8 Head Hotel, Ashford, Kent 
ArtTaver Jouurre, Shanklin, I of W, Puilder's 
Off Rec, 19, Quay st, Newport 


a 
a 8 at il 


30 at3 Dudlev Arms Hotel. Dudley 

Dickess, Josep Witiram, Sheffield, Builder Nov 30 at 
12.80 Off Rec, Figtree In, Sheffield 

Evz James, Caterham, Dairy Farmer Dec 3at1230 24, 
Railway app, London Brid 

Ecorstox, Marx Bexsamrx. Wolverhampton, Lock Maker 
Dec 3 at tl Off Rec. Wolverhampton 

Evays, Hexny Jouy. Willesden, Leather Seller Dec 4 at 
11 Bankruptcs bldgs, Carey st 


Agert Dec3atil.30 Off Ree, Wolverhampton 
GreEexwoop, James Hewry, 
30 at 12.30 Exchange Hotel. Nichol«s st, Burniev 
Griyvciey, Wittiam, Hand«worth 
at12 Off Rec Figtree In. Sheffield 


34, Fisher st, Carlisle 
Hestopr, Jouy.. North Pittington. Durham. Builder 
30at3 Off Rec, 25 Jobn st, Sunderland 


fecturer Nov 30at3 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 


13 a+ 1030 Off Rec, 13 Bedford cir, Exeter 
Lewis, Jouw Water, Abercynoa, Grocer Nov 
35, High st, Merth'r Tydfil 
MaxsHauu, Witiiam Angrava, Old Trafford nr Manchester 
Auctimeer Nov 3) at 2.30 Off Roc Byrom st, 
Manchester 


30 at 3 


Martrzews, Taomas Leamington. Commission Agent 
Dec 3at3 Off Rec, 17. Hertford st. Coventry 

Mertz, Faasces opus. Victoria st, Dressmaker Dec 3 at 
12 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

Parker, Jony, Parliament st Dec 4 «t 230 Of Rec, 

Ex st, Bol 


Tuomas Rixsex Martucw. Bermondsey, 


Poruecary, 
Leather Merchant Nov 30at 23v Bankruptcy bidgs, 


Carey et 
Pycrorr, Joux West Bridgford, Notts, Journeyman 
Wheelwright Nov 30 at 12 Off Rec, 4, Castle pi, 


Park-«t Nottingham 
Satcuert, Witiiam Ja 
sale Drysalter Nov 
Neweastle on Tyne 
Ecort, Witiras. jun, 
Hants, Murseryman Nov 2 
less st, Salisbury 
Sirvester, Hexey Lesciz, Aldershot Surrey Dec 3 at 12 
$4, Bailway app. London Bridge 
St1oxes, Dorsos, Derby, Commercial Traveller Novy 30 at 
2.30 Off Rec. 47. Fulist, berby 
Tessitt, Witttam Arrave Amberley, nr Stroud 
atl Off Rec, Station rd, Gloucester 
Wiuererver, Roverr, Derby, Fitter Nov 3) at3 Off Rec, 
47, Fall st, Derby 
Wirorwe, Wiittam, Maids‘one, Journesman Butcher Dec 
12at11 Off Rec, 9, King st. Maidstone 
Wooncrart, Raxxst Langford Mills, Bed:, Miller 
20 at12 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey et 
Amended notices substituted for those published in the 
London Gazette of Nov 20 
Woop, Bicsazp, Llanrwst. Wheelwright Nov 27 at 1.45 
County Police Station, Blaenau Pestisiog 
Dasyt, Tuouas Alvear, "Bi tingbourae, Dosceater Dec 3 
at 11.20 115, High st, Rochester 
ADJUDICATIONS. 
Axcoorr, Wittiau Rovenr, Birmirgham, Wholesale Grocer 
Pet Nov i5 Ord Nov 19 
Asn, Natuas, Porth, Glam. Furnitare Dealer Pontypridd 
Pe “s Ord Nov 16 
Barry, Eowazv, Walworth rd, Batcher High Court Pet 
Nov2 Ord Nov 19 
Baxex, B J, Tabern-cle st, Stick Manufacturer High 
Court Pet Oct 2 Ord Nov 19 
Bart, Wirwtax *pwarp, Beaconsfield. Bucks, Decorator 
Ajslesbury Pt Nov 21 Ord Nouv 21 
Bicsxotno, Hexerar, Battersea rise, Architect Wandsworth 
Pet Nov id Ord “ov 19 


sox, Newcastle on Tyne, Whole- 
30 at1130 Off Rec, 30, Mosley st, 


Chiistchurch, 
Off Rec, End- 


8 uthbourne, nr 
30 at 12.30 


Dec it 


Nov 





Bowes. Gr zaz Eoucyn, Birmingham, Metal Roller Bir- 
Pet Nov 14 Ord Nov B® 
Cuattixzon Thomas Tyldesley, Lancs, Bailder Bolton 


Pe Bov 2) Ord Nov w 
Cosciss, Jonx. Warrington, Butcher’s Manager Warring- | 
ton Fee Nov® Ord Nov 20 
Dexren, Feevenice Wittran, Winterton, Lincs, same 
chact Gt Grimsby Pet Nev 19 Ord Nov 1 
Beemse, Josrrn Howsnkv. Birmingham, Clothier” 








Bir- 
&% ‘Nov 2t Ord Novy 21 
Kectstos Mane E Bexsauix, Wolverhampton, Lock Maker 
Wolvethampton Pet Novi. Ord Nov 21 
Evawe, a 4 Jous, Willesden, feller High 
Court Pet Nov 3 Ord Nov 21 


— THomas, Sevington, Kent, Farmer Nov 30 at | 
Saracen’ 


Darsy, Many Pzansox, Blackheath. Staffs, Grocer Nov | 


Goovsy, Wittiam Samvet, Wo'verhampton, Commission 
Nelson, Lancs, Hosier Nov 
Genera! Dealer Nov 30 
Hapvow, James, Carlisle, Tobacconist Dec 3 at3 Off Rec, | 
Nov | 
Hoitpway, Wittram Hesny, Readiog, Furniture Manu- | 


Hercaises. Atsert, jun, Topsham, Devon, Butcher Dec | 


| Cagnowe 


| Davias, Henny 


Fonszca, Simon, Camberwell, Commercial Traveller High 
Court Pet Nov 21 Ord Nov 21 

Govutsoy, JoszrH, and Watrer Govisoy, Grantham, 

Greengrocers Nottingham Pet Nov 19 ‘Ord Nov 19 

Gwitiram, Exizasetn, Cheltenham, Grocer Cheltenham 
Pet Nov19 Ord Nov 19 

Harvey, Marraew eney, Soetn, Saddle Maker 
Gloucester Pet Nov 20 Nov 

Hitt, Harry, Helions ‘Bamgetend, ll Farrier Cam- 
bridge Pet Nov19 Ord Nov ly 

| Hor ao tg Birmingham Birmingham Pet Nov 20 

ov 20 

| Hoop, Frank, Eccles. Lancs, Travelling Draper Man- 
chester Pet Oct 23 urd Nov 21 

Hvtxau, James, Darlington, — Moulder Stockton 
on fees Pet Nov21 Ord N 

KEEpwe.., Janez, Hanh bong ally Coachbuilder Bristol 
Pet Nov9 Ord Nov 20 

| Lewis, Davip, Kidderminster, Licensed Victualler Kidder- 

minster Pet Oct 29 Ord Nov 20 





| Maxey, Wittiam Tuomas, and ,— ARNOLD, 8t 
a on Sea, Drapers Pet Oct 30 Ord 
| ov 19 


Marssatt, Witt1amM Argruur, Old Trafford, Manchester, 
auctioneer Maachester Pet Nov 19 Ord Nov 19 
Mason, —- Crosby bidgs, Bishopsgate, Stock Dealer 
High Court Pet Oct 20 d Nov 21 

MitcHarp, Frep preenant Tipton, Labourer Dudley 

| Pet Novi17 Ord Nov 1 

| Moore, Holloway. Mantle Maker High Court 
Pet Nov 2. Ord Nov 21 

Moreay, Sv Penrhiwceiber, Glam, Blacksmith Ponty- 
pridd Pet Nov 19 Ord Nov 19 

Moreis, Hvuex, Ebenezer, Carnarvons, Grocer Bangor 
Pet Oct 29 Ond Nov 20 

Owen. Tuomas Gray, Llangefni, Anglesey. atte Works 
Manufacturer Bangor Pet Nov 20 Vv 20 

Parker, Joun. Bury, Stationer’s Assistant ‘ee Pet 
Nov 20 Ord Nov 20 

Preacu. Henry, Griffithstown, Mon, General Dealer New- 


port. Mon Pet Novi2 Ord Nov 2u 

PickerinG, Tuomas, Thornaby on Tees, York, Crancman 
Stockton oa ‘Tees Pet Nov19 Ord Nov 19 

Repay. Grorce Sydenham, Butcher Croydon Pet 
Oct 24 Ord Nov 1» 

Sancent, Roperat Freperick, Hastings, Gasfitter Hast- 
ings Pet Nov19 Ord Nov 21 

Savace, GeorGe ALreED Norwood Green, Southall, 
Merchant Wiacsor Pct Oct 30 Ord Nov 20 

Suarpies, James, Blackburn, Farmer Blackburn Pet 
Nov 19 Ord Novy 19 

Sueppaep, Wittiam, Ch Itenham, Confectioner Chelten- 
ham Pet Nov zi Ord Nov 21 

SuHERRELL, Man vey, am, Carter Plymouth Pet 
Nov 2) O1d Nov 2 

Ssoap, WALTER Sock, Grocer Canterbury Pet Nov 20 
Urd Noy 2) 

Sraxspaipce, Ernest Epwis, Fuma Sransripes, and 
Mary Nasu, Upper_ Warliogham, surrey, Coal 
Merchants Urosdon Pet Maren 13 Ord Nov 14 

Tursey, Kicuaro, Linslade, Buckiogham, Coal Merchant 
Luton Pe" Nov 16 Ord Nov 20 

Warkiys, Wittiam_ cvymmer, Glam, Colier Neath and 
Aberavoa Pet Nov 20 Ord Nov 20 

Wetuines, Bexsantn Cuarues, Horfield, Bristol, Outfitter 

Bristol Pet Nov15 Ord Nov 21 


Wuitriz, Wairer, Yeovil, Confectioner Yevvil Pet 
Nov 20 Ord Nov Qu 
Wiipisc, Wiittam, Maidstone. Soumeymen Butcher 


Maidstone Pet Nov19 Ord Nov 1 
Woo.res, James, Clapham rd, pr Agent High 
Court Pet Nov8 Ord Nov 21 
Amended notice substituted for that published in 
the London Gazette of Oct 12: 
Viscest. Ropenrr, Wood Green, Butcher Edmonton Pet 
Aug ® urd Oct 5 


ADJUDICATIONS ANNULLED, 
Baxxs, Hvucs, Wiostanley Hall, wigan Wigan Adjud 
July 22,1893 Annal Nov 13, 1900 
Carn, (Har.es Erxest, The Barracks, Pontefract, York- 
rehire, laeutenant Wakeficld Adjud Oct 45, 1692 
Arnul Nov 13, 1900 


London Gazeite.—Turspay, Nov. 27. 
RECEIVING ORDERS 


Atiex, CLemest, Brighton, Leundr;man Brighton Pet 
Dov 22 ‘Ord Nov 22 

Baxtock. Hyrum, Ipswich, Confectioner Ipswich Pet 
Nov 24 Ord Nov 24 


Banter, PFaayx C, Lombard st, Company Promoter High 
Court Pet Oct1 Ord Nov “3 
Basgroxs, Katze, Wiaton, Southampton, Poulterer Poole 
Pet Nov 24 Ord Nov 2% 
Barwick, doux, Wood Green, Bricklayer Edmonton Pet 
Nov 2i Ord Nov 21 
zaAkp, Ropert Fistay 


Burton on Trent High Court 


Pet Aug 9 O1d Nov 22 

Bry, Warren, Finebam, Norfolk, Dealer King’s Lynn 
ret Nov 23 O1d Nov 23 

Boxy, Witttam 1Homas, Normanton, Piano Dealer Derby 
“e. t Nov 24 Ord mov 4 


Broaviey, Saran, Goole, York, Painter Wakefield Pet 
Nov 23 Ord Nov 22 
Buowse, Praxx, Shanklin, lof W, Stockbroker Newport 
Pet Nov 24 Ord Nov “4 
Camenos, James Attan Carper, Wandsworth, Coal 
Menchane High Court Pet Nov 26 Ord Nov 26 
JonatHas, Ravensthorpe, York, Miner Dews- 
bury “Pet Nov 22 Ord Nov 22 
Cheltenham Pet 


GiLBeRTHORPE, JosEPu, Old bp mary Derby, Jviner 
Chesterfield Pet Nov 24 Ord Nov 2 

GuuMeERsaLL, Bensamiy, likley, soem | Joiner 
Leeds Pet Nov 23 Ord Nov 2 

any oT H, Walmer, Kent High Court Pet Oct » 


ov 2. 

Harsis, om Raliateiion, Dressmaker High Court 
Pet Nov 2% Ord 

ane, Francis, Strand High Court Pet Oct 16 Ord 

‘ov 23 

Hompurey, Frank, Eastbourne, Grocer Eastbourne Pet 
Nov 23 Ord Nov 23 

Jonzs, Ricnarp Joun, Church Pulverbatch, Salop, Farmer 
Shrewsbury Pet Nov 21 Ord Nov 21 

McCorry, Joun Georce, Bedford, Commercial Traveller 
Bedf Pet Nov 22 Ord Nov 22 

May, Witiiam Josers, Callington. Cornwall, Farmer 
Plymouth Pet Nov 23 Ord Nov 23 

Mi.yge, Sypney. Manchester, on Agent Man- 
chester Pet Nové Ord Nov 2 

Morris, Wituram Henry, hig Hereford, Auctioneer 
Hereford Pet Nov 24 Ord Nov 24 

Mosety, Harry BenJamin, ~y oe sere Assistant 
Hastings + Nov 23 Ord Nov 2 

Pace, W 4G, wington Butts, Trunk Manufacturer 
High h Court si Oct 16 Ord Nov 21 

Prarson, ARTHUR, Landport, Portsmouth, Fruit Merchant 

h Court Pet Nov 23° Ord Nov 23 

Pinper, WALTER ama Hairdresser Leicester Pet 
Nov 23 Ord Nov 

Ricuaagps, Jonny H, «lel Glam, Baker Neath Pet 
Novs Ord Nov 23 

Scuorre.p, Frep, Castleford, Tripe Dresser Wakefield 
Pet Nov12 Ord Nov 23 

81xron, Witu1am, Sowerby, nur Thirsk, Builder Northaller- 
Pet Nov13 Ord Nov 21 

—— GeorcE, West Buckland, Devon, 

tapie Pet Nov 24 Orda Nov 24 

Tuompson, Joux, Hexham, Nortbumberland, Carter 
Newcastle on Tyne Pet NovS Ord Nov 24 

Warp, Rosert Henry, Middlesborough Middlesborough 
Pet Nov22 Ord Nov 22 


Amended notices substituted for those published in 
the London Gazette of Nov 23: 
Moorg, Ex1za, Holloway. 


Mantle Maker High Court 
Pet Nov 2L Ord Nov 21 


Pout, a Barrist, Waterloo rd, Provision Merchant 
h Court Pet Nov2i1 Urd Nov 21 


Farmer 


Lew.s, Davin, Kidderminster, Licensed Victualler 
Kidderminster Pet Oct 29 Ord Nov 16 
Witpine, Witriam, Maidstone, Jouraeyman Butcher 


Maidstone Pet Nov19 Ord Nov 19 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


ALLEN, CLemeEntT, Brighton, Laundryman Dec 6 at 10,30 
Ott Ree, 4, Pavilion bldgs, Brighton 

Barwick, Joun, ‘ood Green, Bricklayer Dec 5at12z2 Off 
Rec, 95, Temple chmbrs, ‘temple av 

Bearp, Ropert Fintay. Burton on Trent Dec 7 at il 
Bannruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

Bicnotp, Hersert, Lavender hill, Battersea, Architect 
Dec 6 at12 24, Railway app, London Biidge 

Bake, JosEru, Raglan, Mon, Innkeeper Deciat2 Off 
Rec, Westgate chmbrs. Newport, Mon 

Bowes, Gzorce Epmunp, Birmingham, Metal Roller Dec 
7at1l 174, Corporation st, Birmingham 

Broap.ey, Saran, Goole, Yorks, Painter Dec 6 at 10 30 
Off nec, 6, Boad ter, Wakefield 

Browne, Raupu, Shaftesbury av, Surgeon Dec 6 at 230 
Bankruptcy bidgs. Carey st 

Burros, Grorce Pair, Birmin gham, Perambulator 
Maker Dec 6 at 11 174, Corporation st, Birmingham 

Buxton, Jous, Iikeston Hosiery Warehouseman Dec 6 
atil Off Rec. 47, Full st, Derby 

CaRpwEL., JonaTuan, Ravensthorpe. York, Miner Dec 4 
atill Off Rec, Bank chmbrs, Batley 

Ciaak, James Hunter, Gt Grimsby Dec 4 at 11.30 
Otf Rec, 15, Osborne st, Gt Grimsby 

Coaaiys, Jouy, Warrington, Butcher’s Manager Dec7 at 
1060 Court house, Palmyra sq, Warrington 

Constance, Hexry — Cheltenham Dec 6 at 4 
County Court bidgs, Uh 

Craces, Jouy, Darlingto Sn ‘tegine Driver Dec 12 at 3 
Off Rec, 8, Albert :d, Middlesborough 

Crare, Jamus Epwappr 8%, Deal, Kent, Schoolmaster Dec 
6at9.15 Off Rec, 68, Castle st, Canterbury 

Curry, James Brapsuaw, Wigston Magna. Leicester, 
Cycle Mechanic Dec 4 at 12.30 Off Rec, 1, 
Berridge st, Leicester 

Danigtt, James, Piccadilly Dec 6 at 11 Bankruptcy 

idgs, Carey st 

Davixs, Hexny Moncan, Barry, Glam, Grocer 
117, 8t Mary at, Cardiff 

Dexter, Faepenick Wi.iiam, Winterton, Liacs, Potato 
Merchant Dec4 at li Off Rec, 15, Osborne st, Gt 
Grimsby 

Eoutsros, Atrrep Arruur, Birmingham, Cab Driver 
Dec 5at 11 174, Corporation st, birmingham 

Evans, CHan.es Raten Pric “, ‘Bturry, ‘Kent Dec 20 at9 
Otf Rec, 68, Castie st, Vanterbury 

Fonsxca, Simox, Camberwell, Toensoeatel Traveller 
at 12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Car®y st 

Freeomanx, Puineas. Newport, Mon, Furniture Dealer 
Dec 4 at 3.380 Off Rec, Westgate chmbrs, Newport, 
Mon 


Dec 6 at 3 


Dec 7 


Gwittiam, Evizasetu, Cheltenham, Grocer Dec 6 at 3 
County cours biegs Cheit nham 

Hutian, James Darlington, Moulder Dec 
Ree, 8, Albert 1d, Middieshorough 

Joxes, Bicnanp Joux, Courch Palverbatch, Salop, Farmer 


12 at 3 Off 





Cowstasce, Henny James, Cheitenham 
gston Magna, Leicester, 


Nov 2: Ord Nov 21 
Curriis, Janes Bravsnaw, Wigst 
Cycle Mechanic Leicester Pet Nov 23 Ord Nov 23 
Monoax, Barry, Giam, Grocer Cardiff | 
Pet Nov BD 
Evaxs, Cuances Rateu Price, Sturry, Kent Canterbury | 
Pet Nov 22 Ord Nov 22 
Fueruas, Jvosern Hesxny, Bavensto Leicester, ' 
Carpenter Barton on Trent Pet Nov 1 22 Oid Nov 
22 


Ord Nov 20 


Dec 11 at 2.30 Od Ree, 42, 8t John’s hill, Shrewsbury 
Lawes, oyoney, Burgess Hill, Sussex, Engineer Dec6 at 3 
Off Rec, 4, Pavilion bldgs, Brighton 
a, Kut aaa, Newport tee 4 at 2,30 Of Reo, 
Westgate chmbrs, Ne 


| Mapvock, Hev.iry, 8 oo eng Devon, Jouineyman 
Buteher 


Dec {4 ,at 10,80 6, |[Athencoum ter, Plymouth 
Monoan, Wittian Tamus, B burn, Cotton Operative 
Dec 12 at 12.30 County Court house, burn 
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Nicuousow. Richarp Norrsey, Plymouth, Butcher Dec 4 
at 11.30 6, Athenseum ter, "Plymouth 
Prscn, pe Griffithstown, Mon, General Dealer Dec 4 
Off Rec, Westgate Reape ee Mon 


NG. Tuomas, Thorna’ eman Dec 12 
Prous ff Rec, 8, Albert ~~ | {iiddiecborough 
PINDER, wueen Leicester, Hairdresser ay 5at12 Of 
Ree, 1 


Bessiiige & Soucumee 
PREEN, THomas, ton, Surrey, General Smith Dec 5 
at 12.30 24, Railway app, London Bridge 
sane, Herseet E 1, ottenham Comet. rd Dee 6 
at 11 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 
Ranxix, James, Well st Dec 12 "at 12 Bankruptcy bldgs, 
Carey st 
Banxsx, Groncr, Retnhen, Butcher Dec 5at11.30 24, 
Railway app, London 
Bex, a——- Northam ay Shopfitter Dec 4 at 2.30 
Off Rec, Bridge st, Northampton 
Bocuven, Wittiam, Swansea, Shipping Agent Dec 4 at 12 
Off Rec, 31. Alexandra rd, Swansea 
Rosertson, Jonn Stuakt, Arundel st, Strand, Commission 
Agent Dec12at11 Bankruptcy bldgs, ss, Carey st 
Sarcent, Rospert Freperick, Hastings, Gas Fitter Dec 
18 at 230 County Court Offices, 24, Cambridge rd, 


Hastings 

ScnoriELD, Frep, Castleford, bn ef Dresser Dec 6 at 10 
Off Rec, 6, Bond ter, Wakefield 

SHARPLES, "JAMES. Biackburn, Farmer Dec 5 at 10.30 

County Court house, Blackburn 

Suepiock, James Joun, Wickham Market, > oe 
Engineer Dec5at12 Bankruptcy a Sg = 

SuzrrarD, Witi1am, Cheltenham, Confectioner Dec 6 at 
3.30 County Court bidgs, Cheltenham 

Sxoap, WaLTER, Dover, Grocer Dec 6at 9.30 Off Rec, 68, 
Castle st, Canterbury 

SrurrripcE, Josian Tinney, Devonport, Devon, Builder 
Dec4at1l #6, Athenzeum ter, Plymouth 

Swirt, Joun Cexpan, Liverpool, Solicitor Dec 5 at 11 
Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

Turney, — ARD, Linslade, Buckingham, Coal Merchant 
Dec 5 at 230 The Unicorn Hotel, Leighton Buzzard 

Wunsmes, Seecteiee Cuanies, Hortield, Bristol, Outfitter 
Dec5at 12 Off Rec, Baldwin st, Bristol 

Wexsn, Wit11am, Darlington, Labourer Decl2at3 Off 
Ree, 8, albert rd, Middlesborough 

Warrixc, Henry, Pentonville rd, Coach Painter Dec 7 at 

230 Bankru ptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Worstey, Freperick Hersert, Ormston, Lancs, Cotton 
Waste Dealer Dec 5 at 230 Off Rec, Byrom st, 
Manchester 

Amended notice substituted for that published 
in the London Gazette of Nov 23: 

-“- Pai... Liv 1, Journeyman Cabinet Maker 

z Nov hoo at 10.45 DT ff Rec, County chmbrs, Market pl, 

toc 


Bonen, yaaa Hants Portsmouth Pet Nov 
es a 5 a Confectioner Ipswich Pet 
‘ov ‘ov 

Barton, Katz, Winton, South Wholesale Poulterer 
Poole Pet Nov 24 Ord Nov 24 

Biy, - Norfolk, Dealer King’s Lynn 
Pet Nov 23 Ord Nov 23 

Bonp, WiLtiamM THOMAS, pespenten, Derby, Piano Dealer 
Derby Pet Nov 24 Ord Nov 


wre Saran, Goole, Yorks "Wakefield Pet Nov 22 

0 ov 2: 

Browne, ol Shanklin, I of W, Stockbroker Newport 
Pet Nov 24 Ord Nov 24 

Brownz, Ratru ney ay, Surgeon High Court 
Pet Nov 9 Gra Nov Nov 22 

Buxton, Jon, I Hosiery Warehouseman Derby 
Pet Nov 19 Ona No Nov 19 


CarpwetL, JoxaTHaN, Ravensthorpe, York, Miner 
De Pet Nov 22 Ord Nov 22 
Conmearan ENRY James, Cheltenhum Cheltenham Pet 


Nov 21 Ord Nov 21 

Davigs, Hexay ~~ Barry, Glam, Grocer Cardiff 
Pet Nov 20 Ord Nov 20 

Ep, James, Caterham V; . Surrey, Dairy Farmer 
Croydon Pet Nov1é Ord Nov 20 : 

Eaoreton, ALFRED ARTHUR, igham, Cabdriver 

Pet Nov 14 Ord Nov 
Evans, CHARLes Ratru Price, Sturry, Kent Canterbury 
G i Wigecuball 8t G 8t G Norfolk, F 
AGEN, DANIEL, jermans, “) ‘armer 
’sLynn Pet Novi0 Ord “> 

GaryeR Wim J, worth. Suffolk, Tailor Gt 
Yarmouth Pet Nov5 Ord Nov 27 

GitperTsorPE, JosEPn, Old Derby, Joiner 
Chesterfield Nov 24 Ord Nov 24 

Coen Bensamin, Iikley, York Leeds Pet Nov 23 

23 

Hargis, ony ~) 1 @ Dressmaker High Court 
Pet Nov 24. Ord Nov 

Howe.t, Leicu, Bagilt, Flint, Engineer Chester Pet 

Nov3 Ord Noy 22 


Jamxson, THomas hod ge Tynem: umberland, 

Commercial Clerk e Bo ye pe Pet Nov 14 
Ord Nov 21 

Jones, Ricnarp Jouy, Salop Farmer 


Pulverbatch, 
Shrewsbury Pet Nov 21 Ord Nov. 21 
et Nov 22 Pet Nov 22 
Nov 24 
Wit, JosErn, i Cornwall, Farmer 
th Pet 
Court Pet Nov 17 Ord Nov 22 





ADJUDICATIONS. 
ALLKins, Wituiam aa Leeds, Innkeeper Leeds Pet 
Nov2 Ord Nov 22 


McCorry, sous none,  hedford, 
Bedford 
Commission Agent 
arwii 
iors, Frances Sopnia, Victo.ia st, Dressmaker, Widow 


N Cu. 
one —p, :¥ 


Southbourne, nr 
Pet Nov8 Ord Nov 22 

, alla West 

Pet Nov 24 Ord Nov 24 
Maidstone Tunbridge 


Farmer 
Wantow, Frank. Wells Pet Nov 
17 Ord Nov 28 


Wap, Rosert Henry, Middlesborough Middiesborough 
Pet Nov 22 Ord Nov 22 


Sransvry, 


Agent 
Wee. & Rosert, Derby, 
Wus0r, Tone Lo. = Hotel Keeper Court 
Pet Oct 6 Ord Ni saul 


@unnenn CHARLES Watrox, ati, Leicester West 
Bromwich Pet Nov 12 Ord Ni 

Worsery, Freperick Hepes, ~_* Lancs, 
Waste Dealer Salford Pet Nov8 Ord Noy 22 




















All letters intended for publication in the 
** Solicitors’ Jow ” must be authenticated 
by the name of the writer. 

Where difficulty is experienced in procuring the 
Journal with requlazity, tt ts requested that 
application be made direct to the Publi her. 

Subscription, PAYABLE {N ADVANCE, which in- 
cludes Indexes, Digests, Statutes, and Post- 

age, 52s; WEEKLY REPORTER, i wrapper, 
26s. ; by Post, 28s. Soxicrrors’ JouRNAL’ 
26s.; by Post, 28s. Volumes bound at the 





Lawes, Sypyey, Bi po om, Sussex, Engineer Brighton 
Nov 8 Ora 
Commercial Traveller 
Matruews, —— 
Warwick Pet Nov 16 
May. 
Nov 23 Ord Nov 23 
igh 
Morris, Witit1am Henry, Ross, Hereford, Auctioneer 
Hereford Pet Nov 24 Ord Nov 2¢ 


office—cloth, 2s. 9d., half law cal/, 5s. 6d. 








NOW READY. 
THE 


SOLICITORS’ -- 
DIARY 


FOR 


1901. | 


This old- established and important Annual i is now 
universally recognized as the most usefal 


LEGAL AND COMPREHENSIVE DIARY 


ever published. 


Prices, 3s. 6d., 55., 68., & 88. Gd., 


a to Diary Space and Binding; and in the 5s., 6s., 
and 88 Editions there will be the additional features 
: a PAGED DIARY and an INDEX to same, and the 

8s. 6d. Edition is now arranged with each duy’s Diary com 
mencing on the left-hand side of the opening. 


| 





Nearly Ready. 
THE LAW AND. . 
<_— PRACTICE 


ESTATE 
DUTY. 


By A. W. SOWARD. 


4n Gloth, 8s. not. | 


WATERLOW & SONS, LIMITED, 


LONDON WALL, LONDON, 





LAW PARTNERSHIPS & SUCOCESSIONS. 


Boz0ver OF NEW WINDSOR. 


ome! Mat sine ands 
unici fy ewe 
£50; such salary to i a 
be made for legal business ex 
Personal canvassing will 


Guildhall, 
Clerkship.”” 


REEVES & TURNER, | 


LAW BOOKSELLERS 4 AND PUBLISHERS. | 


Libraries Valued or Purchased. 
A Large Stock of Second-hand Reports and Text-bo ks | 
always on Gale. 
00, CHANCERY LANE } & CAREY STREET. 


Now ready, price 3s. 6d. net. 


FIRST ELEMENTS of PROCEDURE. 


By T. BATY, Barrister-at-Law. 
“We would a recommend the book to the notice 
of all persons > with SS of the 
legal Pha mar a ae! 
| suited for insertion in the Pry year’s Years legal inotrastion. ~ 
Irish Law Times. 





Lonpow : EFFINGHAM WILSON, Roya. Excnanar. 


R. C. SPURLING, M.A., B.C.L. (Oxford), 
First Class Honours, late Scholar of Christ Chureh 
Editor of Eleventh Edition of “ Smith’s Manual of Common 
Law,” Barrister-at-Law, continues to PREPARE for the 
bs and University Law Examinations by Day, Evening, 


ions, April and May, 190 —43 sent 36 
90 Second Class, > 


passed, 9 obtaining a 
June, 1900—7 pupils (all th coessf 
University Low Exomtna : ro oe wth 
Address, 11, New-court, Carey-street, W.C. wc. 





, or for Introduce 
apply to 
J. HARCOURT SMITS, 


For Vacancies in J'own and Coun 
tions to Gentlemen requiring 








N.B.—-MORTGAGE SECURITIES WANTED. 


The Town Council invite “Applications for the int- 
a nus, Waterworks, 
‘a 
be inclusive, extra charges to 


ae te eee a 

Windoon,” end Indenued © Anatiootion See teen, 
WALTER P. REAVELL, Mayor. 

Guildhall, Windsor, Noy. 26th, 1900. ' 





NOW READY. 


LEGAL DIARY 
ALMANAC 


1901. 


CONTAINING 


Complete Legal Directory 


England aa Wates. 


List of Counsel, Solicitors, Commis- 
sioners for Oaths, and Law Agents 
acting for Foreign Parts. 
Recognized everywhere as the Best and 
Most Comprehensive Diary for Solicitors 
and Barristers. 





Prices: 3s. Gd., 5s., Gs., and Ss. 64, 
according to Diary Space. 


WATERLOW BROS. & LAYTON, UIM., 


24 & 25, BIRCHIN LANE, E.0. 
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ST. THOMAS’S 
NEEDS HELP. 
J. @ WAINWRIGHT, Treasurer. 


HOSPITAL, S.E., 





Vy ABrED. — Managing or Assistant 
Sacging Clerkship in London; experienced in 

Gamrnnaing Common Law; accustomed to advise 
; admitted in 1898; age 26; references; salary 

by ar arrangement. > care of “Bolicitors’ Journal, Y a, 
lane, W.C. 








ype (Public: School and University ; : 
to Purchase Practice or Share in one ; 
i ; managing 
clerk for last ten years with leading City firm.—G., care of 
“ Solicitors’ Journal,” 27, Chancery-lane, W.C. 


A LADY, who can bring with her a very 
good , is strongly a for the 
ceaffen gente experien 


yj ced i ert ~~ 
management coun house — Ts 
| Fens Farlington House, Haywards Hea — 


FFICES. —Four to six nd lof Rooms; 
suit + —4 or Coun‘ sey, Gtidhen, pee Fone and 











others; rent from £120; ae lease. — Kixe-Cuvrcn, 9, 
Bloomsbury. 
OLICITORS, MORTGAGEES, and Others. | 


—M. says 40, Ladbroke-grove, London, is always 
with Cash to Featiene come eon description of Pro- | 


cisto of seauin or ped ee eee = | 
rake 20 aallees Ssavehusieay teen f astunged arranged in advancce. 


PER CENT. Preferential and Cumulative | 

ree one SS gar Oust, of the Surplus Profits will | 
acerue to the person or syndicate inv: £25,000 in a 
Land cee nw which a; profits wil large and | 
7 Bros. (Limited), 








ig 


Advertising J ip Sia “Strack, We 
ESTABLISHED 1851. 


BIRKBECK BANK, 


Southampton-buildings, Chancery-lane, London, W.C. 
CUBRENT ACCOUNTS. 
2° on the minimum monthly balances, ‘| 
°o 





when not drawn below £100. 
DEPOSIT ACCOUNTS. 


D4, coon senses DE) 


STOCKS AND SHARES. 
Stocks and Shares purchased and sold for customers. 
The BIRKBETK ALMANACK, with full particulars, 
post-free. 


FRANCIS RAVENSCROFT, Manager. 
Tdephone No. 5 Houvons. 
Telegraphic Address: 





EDE AND SON, 


ROBE Pata? MAKERS. 


BY SPECIAL APPOINTMENT. 

, the Lord Chancellor, the Whole 
Bench, Corporation of London, Be, 
ROBES FOR QUEEN’s COUNSEL AND BARRISTERS. 

SOLICITORS’ GOWNS. 


and Gowns for Registrars, Town 
wei <y-- and Olerks of the Peace. 


Corporation Robes, University and Clergy Gowns. 
ESTABLISHED 1659. 
94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. | 


| 


To Her of the 


TREATMENT OF INEBRIETY. 


DALRYMPLE HOME. 


RICKMANSWORTH, HERTS. 
For Gentlemen, =e the Act and privately. 
For Terms, &c , apply to 
F. 8. D. HOGG. 
Medical Superintendent. 


INEBRIETY. 


MELBOURNE HOUSE, LEICESTER. 
PRIVATE HOME FOR LADIES. 


Medical Attendant: J. sm ag NEALE, "2., 
M.R.C.P. Lond. Principal: H. RILEY, Aseoe 


Study of Inebriety. y ce. Eze: tient 
Legal and and Medical BAe y iezperien terms and particulars 
8p y Miss 


RILEY, or the Principal. 
TREATMENT of INEBRIETY and ABUSE of DRUGS. 


HIGH SHOT HOUSE, 
ST. MARGARET'S, TWICKENHAM, 


eh yy andes iter the rag and canis, Wonka, Terms, 


Guineas. 
Apply to Resident Medinal Bt 
A. E. NEALE, M.B., B.S. 
Telegrams—“ Neale, Highshot, Twickenham.” 


PATENTS and and TRADE-MARKS. 


W: P, THOMPSON & CO., 
322, High Holborn, W.C. 


(and at Livegpoot, Mayocuester, and Bieminesan), 
| LONDON and INTERNATIONAL AGENTS of Pro- 
vineial and Foreign SOLICITORS in 
PATENT matters. 
Representatives in a af Capitals. 


BRAND & Co. 'S 
SPECIALTIES 
For INVALIDS. | 


Prepared from tinest ENGLISH MEATS 


ESSENCE OF BEEF, 
BEEF TEA, 
MEAT JUICE, &e., 


Of ali Chemists and Grocers. 


BRAND & CO., LTD. parva, vy. W., a alae 


WORKS, VAUXHALL, LO 
THE MOST NUTRITIOUS. 


Err SS 


GRATEFUL—COMFORTING. 














COCOA 


BREAKFAST—6OUPPER. 


| THE COMPANIES ACTS, 1862 TO 1898, 


a 
SS ener 


BY AUTHORITY. , 


Every requisite under the above Acts supplied on the 
shortest notice. 





— BOOKS and FORMS kept in Stock for immediate 


“SHARE CERTIFICATES, DEBENTURES, CHEQ 
pon —— and printed. OFFICIAL SEALS design 


Solicitors’ Account Books. 


RICHARD FLINT & CO., 


Stationers, Printers, Engravers, Registration Agents, 
49, FLEET-STREET, LONDON, E.O. (corner 
of Serjeants’-inn). 

Annual and other Returns Stamped and Filed. 


PRICE FIVE SHILLINGS. 
A PRACTICAL HANDBOOK to the COMPANIES ACTS, 
By FeancisJ.Green, of the Inner Temple, Barrister-at-Law, 


‘ALLEXANDER & SHEPHERD, 
PRI ERS, LiMiTED, 
LAW and Phe at 


ParuiamentTasy Bitits, Minutes or Evivence, Booxs or 
Rererencr, STaTEMENTS OF CLaim, Answers, &c., &o. 


| BOOKS, PAMPHLETS, MAGAZINES, 

| NEWSPAPERS, 

And all General and Commercial Work. 
Every description of Printing. 














| Printers of 7HE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL 
and WEEKLY REPORTER, 


27, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON, W.C. 





ATENTS.—Mr. F. W. GOLBY, A.I.M.E., 
M.8.A., Patent Agent iO Cate of H.M. Patent Offices 





| aa Chancery-lane, . Letters Patent ob- 
and Registration elfected in all parts of the 

World. Oppositions conducted. Op and & 

| as to novelty. 





mec 





8S. FISHER, 188, Strand. 











-“PROBAT | EVALUAT! IONS} 








requiring Valuations. 


The Members of the LEGAL raorzssven 
and eanere i> 


SPINK & Soh 









eK) 


1 & 2 GRACECHURCH STREET, CORNHILL, E.C., and 17 & 18, — 





LONDON, W. 


ESTABLIGHED 1772. 





ease. Meeteten|2| CU 





